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Despite the continued gender inequality in the division of housework, little
research has considered how family housework socialization influences the amount of
housework a person performs and their mental health. Socialization processes occur via
the amount of housework performed in the home during childhood by each parent and the
parents’ gender division of household labor. This analysis details three studies that
explore the impact of socialization to housework. All three studies take advantage of
intergenerational data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). The first study
uses a social learning framework to test whether the amount of housework a person does
is related to the amount of housework their same-sex parent did. The second study tests
whether housework modeling behaviors from the same-sex parent may moderate the
traditional proximal factors, such as employment and wages, that influence the amount of
housework completed and the gendered division of labor between couples. The third
study uses a self-discrepancy framework to consider how the intergenerational influence
from the same-sex parent’s housework impacts the relationship between housework and
mental health. My findings confirm that a person’s housework performance is positively
related to that of their same-sex parent. Additionally, this relationship is not moderated
by proximal factors, contrary to expectations. Finally, the hypotheses related to the self-

discrepancy framework are partially confirmed in that adult women who do less
housework than their mothers are more likely to receive a diagnosis of a mental illness.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Gendered inequality in the division of household labor is a persistent and wellstudied phenomenon (Bianchi et al. 2000; Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010). While
the gap between the amount of housework men do and the amount of housework women
do has decreased, women continue to do more housework than their male partners
(Brines 1994; Gupta 2007; McClintock 2017). The purpose of this research is to explore
the possibility of there being an intergenerational cultural lag in the division of household
labor wherein adults of the current generation, despite professed aspirations of gender
equality (Gerson 2011), are in part influenced by the inequality of their parents’
generation. As such, this research proposes that cultural lag and the influence of the
former generation may play a role in this continued inequality (Ridgeway 1997), as well
as impacting mental health outcomes for adult children.
An individual’s performance of housework along with the gendered division of
labor within their home results, in part, from socialization in the form of modeling
housework behavior from one’s parents. Housework, in this dissertation research,
encompasses routine activities performed within a household that maintain the home.
This includes chores such as doing laundry and vacuuming, as well as yard work and car
maintenance. Previous research has indicated that for white men, the father’s
participation in the division of labor when he was very young has a positive influence on
his contribution to household labor within a relationship in adulthood (Cunningham
2001a). The current study expands on this finding by including alternate measures of
housework performance and including a nationally representative sample. It also
considers the potential effects of this parental influence in mental health outcomes.
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The first aim of this research, necessarily restricted to respondents with two
different-sex parents, takes a social learning perspective (Bandura 1977) and investigates
the impact of parental modeling of housework in youth on an adult’s performance of
household labor. By modeling, I refer to the household labor performed by a respondent’s
parent at two key time periods of the respondent: young child (ages 4 through 6) and
adolescence (ages 14 through 16). I will pay attention to the extent to which adult
respondents are more likely to model the housework behavior of their same- or differentsex parent. I expect that a person’s childhood socialization into housework may create
gendered norms such that the performance of housework by their same-sex parent
positively influences their later life housework behavior.
The second aim of this research will examine whether parental modeling of
housework moderates the associations expected from relative resources (Lachance-Grzela
and Bouchard 2010), time availability (Becker 1965), and “doing gender” theories (West
and Zimmerman 1987) for how employment hours and earnings shape household labor.
This second aim will focus exclusively on respondents who are in a heterosexual couple
arrangement and consider these more proximal factors as an individual characteristic
(e.g., total hours worked) and couple dynamic (e.g., hours worked relative to
spouse/partner). For the main effects analysis, I will explore how individual and couple
relative earnings and work hours shape two housework outcomes: a) an individual’s
performance of housework, and b) the couple’s gendered division of household labor.
Then, I expect parental housework modeling (i.e., housework performed by parents when
the respondent was young) to moderate these associations. This, in effect, will explore
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how the more distal factor of parental socialization into housework interacts with more
temporally proximal circumstances that also shape household labor.
The final aim of this research examines the connection between household labor
on adult mental health. Specifically, this research seeks to use self-discrepancy theory to
explore how childhood socialization alters the association between the performance of
household labor and psychological distress such that failure to meet the standards and
ideals learned by one’s parents will result in worse mental health. Congruent with selfdiscrepancy theory (Bandura 1977), it is expected that discrepancies between a person’s
housework performance or division of labor and that of their same-sex parent will result
in worse mental health. This aim further demonstrates the utility of a socialization
framework in understanding how housework affects mental health outcomes within a
self-discrepancy theoretical perspective.
This research will make three primary contributions to the literature on
housework. First, it introduces social learning theory to the field of housework research
to present the previously neglected factor of socialization into the study of housework. A
far more common focus of previous research on housework are the proximal factors
immediately surrounding an adult or a couple, such as the relative income of the
individuals, the amount of time spent working, or how many children they have in the
home (Baxter, Hewitt, and Haynes 2008; Davis, Greenstein, and Gerteisen Marks 2007;
Yavorsky, Dush, and Schoppe-Sullivan 2015). These factors focus on the ability of the
adult’s current context to influence their housework performance. However, it is also
important to consider a person’s childhood experiences when considering housework, as
this early socialization may establish standards of behavior, or norms, that persist into

4
adulthood. Growing up in a household where housework is a routine activity may create
habits early in a person’s life that manifest in adulthood. Alternately, a home where
housework is only an occasional task will likely not instill housework as a routine habit
in a person. In this sense, housework behavior becomes a norm that is socialized by one’s
parents. This study intends to explore these socialized norms and how they are gendered
in the instance of housework.
Second, this study includes both the commonly used outcome measure of the
relative division of labor with an individual measure of absolute housework performance.
Housework can be measured in terms of the absolute number of hours a person spends
doing housework or, within a couple context, as relative to one’s partner. The relative
division of labor provides insight into the equality of the distribution of housework within
a couple whereas the absolute measure of housework provides information about the
labor performance of an individual, regardless of the couple dynamics. This project seeks
to understand not only how couples get closer to or farther from equality in this realm but
how individuals come to perform differing amounts of absolute labor. While past
research often concentrates on the relative division of labor between a couple – i.e., the
proportion of housework performed (Coltrane 2010; Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard
2010), this research intends to enhance current understanding with the comparison to the
alternate measure of absolute housework performance – i.e., number of housework hours
performed (McClintock 2017; Moreno-Colom 2017; Zhang 2017). This allows a clearer
understanding of the potential intergenerational relationship without being obscured by
the partner’s contribution. As one of my interests is in mental health outcomes as a result
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of this intergenerational relationship, it is valuable to analyze the exact influence of
parental housework on adult children’s housework.
Finally, this project will apply self-discrepancy theory to the study of housework
and mental health. I introduce the importance of accustomed standards of housework
performance derived from parental modeling to the literature on housework and mental
health outcomes. The performance of housework, as well as inequitable divisions of
housework, have both been linked to detrimental mental health outcomes (Barnett and
Shen 1997; Bird 1999; Glass and Fujimoto 1994; Lennon and Rosenfield 1994;
Roxburgh 2004), however few studies incorporate self-discrepancy theory to understand
this association. This oversight is unfortunate as this theory can provide insight into the
potential consequences of parental influence. As such, this project will use selfdiscrepancy theory, which focuses on a person’s self-standards and on how differing
from these standards can create worse mental health (Higgins 1989), to explore the
mental health consequences resulting from housework.
All three studies will make use of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID).
The PSID is a nationally representative survey that has been ongoing since 1968 and
contains information about income, jobs, and housework. Furthermore, the PSID tracks
families across multiple generations, making it ideal for the longitudinal nature of this
project. Study 1 will include as its target population all adult individuals, partnered or
not, whose parents were in the sample. Study 2 and 3 will further restrict the target
population to adult individuals in cohabiting heterosexual partnerships in order to explore
the gendered division of household labor.
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2
2.1

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Study 1: Parental Socialization on Absolute Housework Hours

Social learning theory (Bandura 1977) provides a framework to understand how
individuals learn habits, behaviors, and norms through observing models. For children,
one of the primary models of behavior at an early age are their parents. Housework, the
routine and occasional tasks that are necessary for the maintenance of the home, presents
a common household activity to which every child will be exposed in some form. This is
often primarily due to their mother’s performance of routine chores, such as laundry,
meal preparation, and vacuuming, during childhood but can also include tasks largely
done by men, such as car repairs and yard work. The social learning framework details
that successful modeling requires, among other processes, attention and retention.
Attention requires not merely the presence of modeling behavior but also the attention of
the child to that behavior. Behavior that goes unnoticed will have little impact. Retention
describes the process of remembering a behavior for later reproduction. Though a certain
behavior may be noticed and attended to, if the child does not commit the behavior to
memory then it cannot be reproduced. As such, while all children will be exposed to
housework, there may be variation in how attentive they are towards that housework and,
further, to how well they retain housework as a habit.
These rudimentary processes can vary by characteristics of both the child and the
nature of the task being modeled. Of particular interest for this study are the differences
that result from gender. As gender takes on an increasingly important role in a child’s
conception of him or herself, the behavior learned through parental modeling may
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likewise develop in a gendered fashion (Jackson, Ialongo, and Stollak 1986; Langlois and
Downs 1980; Orlofsky 1979). As such, boys will attend to and retain different behaviors
than girls. Specifically, girls are likely to model their mother’s behaviors and boys their
father’s behavior (Jankowski et al. 1999; Juni, Rahamim, and Brannon 1983;
Lunkenheimer et al. 2006; Starrels 1994). This may particularly be the case if the
modeled behavior involves a task with strong gender norms, such as household labor.
The completion of household tasks constitutes an essential part of domestic life
that has been almost solely the responsibility of women (Blair 2013). While children,
especially female children, are often recruited into the performance of household chores,
most daily housework still falls on the shoulders of adult women (Bianchi et al. 2000;
Pollmann-Schult 2017). On average, women spend 2.24 hours tending to household
activities every day compared to only 1.38 hours for men (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
2016). When there is a child in the house under the age of 6, this gap increases, with
women spending on average 2.55 hours per day on housework while men spend on
average only 1.32 hours per day (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2016). As women are
also primarily responsible for childcare, they are often doing this housework while
children are present (Craig 2006; Zick and Bryant 1996).
Within research on housework, household chores are typically distinguished
between tasks predominately performed by women – such as regular cleaning, cooking,
laundry, and childcare – and tasks predominately performed by men – such as lawncare,
car repair, and household maintenance (Blair and Lichter 1991; Moreno-Colom 2017).
This sex segregation of tasks can contribute to the simple time inequality between men
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and women, as the tasks more often performed by women are done on a regular schedule
and with much more frequency than the often intermittent male-type tasks (Bird 1999).
As an example, the previously cited figures from 2016 of women and men’s daily
time spent doing housework reveals further gender differences when broken down by
task using the American Time Use Survey (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2016).
Women spend an average of 49.22 minutes per day in food preparation and cleanup
compared to men’s 35.41 minutes. Women spend on average 30.12 minutes on interior
cleaning and 17.41 minutes on laundry compared to 20.41 minutes and 10.80 minutes for
men, respectively. It is when looking at lawn and garden care along with interior and
exterior maintenance where we see men spend more time than women. Men spend on
average 11.40 minutes per day on lawn care and 6 minutes per day on household
maintenance compared to 7.80 minutes and 4.20 minutes for women. However, as
indicated by the small numbers for these tasks, lawn care and maintenance work are
performed much less frequently than the “core” household tasks predominately
performed by women.
Housework, then, constitutes a gendered norm into which parents socialize their
children within the home environment. The family is an arena of primary socialization for
children (Grusec 2002). Children learn the values and norms of society through their
parents, especially at young ages (Grusec 2002). This can be accomplished through
routines within the home that establish how certain actions are performed, most
relevantly for this study is the routine of housework (Spagnola and Fiese 2007). As
housework is a highly gendered activity, the chore routines established within a child’s
home will communicate and socialize gendered norms of behavior.
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Empirical research on the application of social learning theory is largely confined
to studies of criminology (Pratt et al. 2010), though there are also applications in the
fields of education (Pritchard and Woollard 2013), shopping behavior (Cheung, Liu, and
Lee 2015), and parenting styles (O’Connor et al. 2013). While not always explicitly
connected to social learning theory, an assortment of international studies looking at the
influence of paternal housework behavior on boys and girls consistently find that paternal
housework is positively related to the son’s housework performance (Álvarez and MilesTouya 2012; Dotti Sani 2016; Evertsson 2006; Hu 2015). This common finding does
provide confirmation of social learning theory, even as most of these studies include only
the father’s housework as an independent variable, neglecting the influence of maternal
housework.
Social learning theory’s application to housework has only been analyzed in
research by Cunningham (2001b, 2001a) within the United States. Using longitudinal
data from the Detroit metropolitan area, Cunningham tested the modeling hypothesis that
a person’s relative division of labor with their partner is influenced by the relative
division of labor their parents had when they were a child. His results indicate that male
respondents whose fathers more equally participated in routine household tasks also tend
to more equally share those tasks with their wives. This effect for male respondents was
only present when using the parental division of labor at the age of 1 as a predictor. The
division of labor in the home when the individual was a teenager, age 15, had no
significant association with the male respondent’s adult division of labor. The dataset
used in Cunningham’s study only had measurements at ages 1 and 15 for the child and so
it was not possible to consider other ages. For female respondents, the gender non-
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traditional behavior of their mother (in the form of participation in the paid labor force),
not her father, that influenced later life outcomes. Specifically, the mother’s participation
in the paid labor force when the respondent was a one-year-old was positively related to
her husband doing a greater proportion of housework when they reached adulthood.
Cunningham speculates that this demonstrates the importance of early parental behaviors
for shaping individual conceptions of gender. For female respondents, early paternal
housework modeling was not significantly related to their division of labor as adults.
This dissertation research extends Cunningham’s research in key ways. First,
rather than using a relative measure of housework in the form of the division of labor
within a couple, I include an alternate measurement in the form of an individual’s
absolute performance of household labor. How the performance of housework is
measured within a study will shape what we learn about the intergenerational
transmission of housework behavior. The relative division of labor is useful for assessing
the equity of housework between the two partners. With this measure, the amount of
housework performed by one partner is measured in comparison to the amount of
housework performed by the other partner. As such, the relative division of labor
provides insight into the equality of household labor within a relationship. In contrast,
measuring the absolute hours of housework focuses less on equity between a couple but
rather on the hours of housework a person does, regardless of the housework performed
by their partner. This, then, provides a measure of the actual labor done by the individual.
One of the benefits of using absolute hours of housework as a measure to explore
the intergenerational transmission of housework is that it does not rely on the partner’s
behavior or background (Bianchi et al. 2000; Hook 2006; Knudsen and Wærness 2008).
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Research on housework trends over time demonstrate that partners do not necessarily
trade off household chores while maintaining a constant amount of housework for a
household. Indeed, the absolute amount of time that a household, in total, has spent on
housework has decreased across decades. Part of this is due to women decreasing the
amount of housework they do. However, while men have increased their absolute amount
of housework to some extent, this increase does not offset the decrease of women’s
absolute housework performance. As such, households, overall, are simply doing less
housework (Bianchi et al 2000, Sayer 2005, Aguiar and Hurst 2007). One partner doing
less housework may influence the amount of housework the other partner does, however
this is not a certainty. Notably, households are increasingly outsourcing housework,
particularly food preparation (Kornrich and Roberts 2018). To explore this, it is necessary
to use both a measure of absolute housework performance along with a measure of the
relative division of labor to tease out these particular couple dynamics.
This approach is particularly useful in instances where parental background
information is not available for the partner, such as with Cunningham’s data and with the
PSID. For example, the previously discussed finding that a man is influenced by his
father’s division of household labor (Cunningham 2001a, 2001b) tells us very little about
the absolute amount of housework performed by either the man or the women. A man
who grew up in a home where both parents performed little housework, perhaps due to
the outsourcing of that work to paid service-workers, may still have a father who did a
proportionately large amount of routine chores relative to his mother. In this case, his
parents would have a relatively equal division of labor. If this man then enters a
partnership where both he and his wife engage in high levels of housework in equivalent
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amounts, it would appear that there is a correlation between the father’s and the son’s
housework behavior in that both have an equal division of labor in their relationship.
However, the reality would be that the father did very few absolute hours of housework
while the son does substantially more. As such, there would be little correlation between
the absolute amount of housework performed by the father and that performed by the son.
When considering the modeling of housework behavior within a social learning theory
framework, the association between the amount of labor performed by the parent and the
amount of labor performed by the adult child is more appropriate than the association
between an equal division of labor between the parents and an equal division of labor in
the child’s generation.
Another concern when using the relative division of labor as a key variable in
combination with a study only having background information on one partner in the
couple is that of an omitted variable bias. For example, the finding that a woman’s
husband does relatively more routine housework if her mother was in the paid labor force
as a child tells us very little about whether this is due to the modeling of non-traditional
gender behavior by the woman’s mother (Cunningham 2001a, 2001b). We do not know
that her mother’s example led her to do less actual housework labor as an adult as we do
not have a measure of absolute hours of housework. Instead, it is possible that the woman
was more likely to select a partner willing to do routine housework, thus resulting in a
more equitable division of labor between the partners.
Alternately, her own partner’s housework childhood socialization may provide
another crucial independent variable for which we have no information. Given this,
testing a modeling hypothesis of housework behavior using the relative division of labor
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when only information on one of the partners in the relationship is available can lead to
faulty conclusions. Using the actual hours of housework performed may provide a more
revealing test of social learning theory, even in the absence of the partner’s background
information, as it is then possible to draw a direct link between the number of hours the
parent spends doing housework and the number of hours the child spends doing
housework. While the absence of the partner’s parental background information in the
PSID still leaves analysis vulnerable to omitted variable bias, this bias is not included
within the dependent variable when using absolute housework performance.
2.1.1

The gender role socialization of housework.

Housework has long been recognized as a gendered activity traditionally tied to
the female role (Berk 2012; Thompson and Walker 1989; West and Zimmerman 1987).
Historically, the domain of the home has been associated with women while the domain
of paid work has been reserved for men (Coltrane 1997; Coontz 2006; Kerber 1988).
Today, this ideology of separate spheres remains salient such that men and women still
enact their respective gender roles by either avoiding or performing housework (Brines
1994; Gerson 2011; Schneider 2012).
When housework is performed in the home by mothers, this behavior, which is
strongly associated with the female sex (Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010), becomes
symbolically associated with femininity (Erickson 2005; Kroska 2003). This could be
especially salient as a socializing influence for young girls, while young boys may be
more influenced by the housework performance of their father (Albert and Porter 1988;
Chodorow 1978; Grotevant and Cooper 1985). Indeed, fathers tend to be more involved
with their sons (Raley and Bianchi 2006; Starrels 1994), while mothers are more
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influential for their daughters’ development (Cunningham 2001b; Laursen and Collins
2009). These same-sex parental effects have been seen in the intergenerational
transmission of dating aggression (Jankowski et al. 1999), of entrepreneurship (Lindquist,
Sol, and Van Praag 2015), and of romantic relationship attachment styles (Obegi,
Morrison, and Shaver 2004). Given this, it is expected for this study that the adult
respondents’ absolute amount of housework performed will be positively influenced by
the absolute amount of housework performed by their same-sex parent. As such, Figure
2.1 shows a moderation effect whereby the main effect of mother’s and father’s
housework is dependent on the gender of the respondent. The first hypothesis drawn
from Figure 2.1 is:
H1: The adult respondents’ absolute amount of housework will be positively
related to the absolute amount of housework performed by their same-sex parent.
The gendered nature of housework complicates our hypotheses when considering
how parental modeling for the different-sex parent, as opposed to the same-sex parent,
applies to housework. Just as the same-sex parent establishes gendered norms of behavior
for the child, there is the possibility that the housework performance of the different-sex
parent fails to rise to the level of salience required for a child to attend and retain the
behavior. Thus, the inverse of the same-sex parental effect may be that the different-sex
parent plays little role in socializing housework norms. This is suggested by the null
findings in Cunningham (2001a) for the influence of non-traditional behavior on the part
of the different-sex parent on the adult division of labor of the child. Given this, we
would expect that the absolute amount of housework performed by a person’s different-
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sex parent will not have a significant relationship to the absolute amount of housework
they perform in adulthood. The second hypothesis from Figure 2.1 is:
H2: The absolute amount of housework performed by a person’s different-sex
parent will have no significant relationship to the adult respondent’s absolute amount of
housework.
There is a plausible alternative to these first two hypotheses. Specifically, the
mother’s overall more active role in parenting may result in her having greater influence
on norms established with both sons and daughters than the father. Previous research has
indicated the primacy of the mother in influencing children and adolescents (Bornstein
2005; Grotevant and Cooper 1985; Schneider, Atkinson, and Tardif 2001). Children,
particularly adolescents, spend more time with their mothers and are more likely to
confide in them, regardless of the gender of the child (Laursen and Collins 2009), and
even adult children report stronger affective connections to their mothers than their
fathers (Buhl 2008). When looking at the intergenerational transmission of attitudes and
values, rather than behaviors, mothers seem to be more influential than fathers for both
sons and daughters (Bao et al. 1999; O’Bryan, Fishbein, and Ritchey 2004). Given this, it
might be expected that mothers play a more substantial role in modeling housework
norms for their children, regardless of the gender of the child. As such:
H2a: Mother’s absolute amount of housework will be positively related to the
adult respondent’s absolute amount of housework, while the father’s absolute amount of
housework will have no significant effect on the respondent’s absolute amount of
housework.

Figure 2.1. Conceptual model of Study 1. Parental housework influences adult respondent housework
16

17

Thus, it is possible that only the behavior of the mother would be salient with
respect to housework, regardless of the amount of housework performed by the father.
This would indicate, then, that for both men and woman, only the absolute amount of
housework performed by their mother during childhood will be related to the absolute
amount of housework performed during adulthood. The father’s housework performance
would have no intergenerational influence for adult sons and daughters.
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2.2

Study 2: Parental Socialization and Proximal Factors on Housework

Housework research focuses on three core approaches to explain the gender
division of labor within couples: relative resources, time availability, and the “doing
gender” perspective. Relative resources focuses on how the differential resources
individuals bring to a partnership, usually indicated through earnings, influence the
distribution of household chores (Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010). The theory of
the availability of time posits that the division of labor in the home is related to the
amount of time each person has available, usually indicated through hours of paid
employment (Robinson and Hunter 2008). Doing gender, as an alternative, recognizes the
role that gender plays in the division of labor, with women being more likely to do
routine chores than their male partners as a form of gender performance (LachanceGrzela and Bouchard 2010; West and Zimmerman 1987).
The relative resources theory originates from theories of household specialization
wherein partners are assumed to rationally distribute chores and employment based on
which partner is most suited for each task (Becker 1985). As such, the partner with more
earning power, usually the man, specializes in paid work while the partner with a greater
attachment to the home, assumed to be the woman, specializes in housework and child
care. This rational sex specialization model, termed “new home economics,” received
substantial criticism for its failure to adequately explain changes in the division of chores
along with the increase in women’s paid employment (Ferber and Birnbaum 1977; Ferber
and Nelson 2009; Katz 1997; Robinson 1977; Woolley 1996).
As an alternative, more recent work incorporates relative resources in terms of the
bargaining power in couples wherein the partner with greater resources, usually in the
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form of income, has greater power to persuade their partner to do routine housework
(Agarwal 1997; Mannino and Deutsch 2007). This moves the theory away from a rational
economics framework and toward a framework wherein partners negotiate within their
relationship for preferred outcomes. In general, housework is considered to be an
unpleasant task (Robinson 1993). As such, the partner with greater income may leverage
that income so as to avoid doing unpleasant household tasks. Research generally supports
the hypothesis that the female partner’s income contribution decreases the amount of
housework she does relative to her husband (Bianchi et al. 2000; Mannino and Deutsch
2007; Pinto and Coltrane 2009). Similarly, the relative education of marital partners
predicts the division of labor such that the gender gap in household chores is smaller
when the woman is more educated than her partner (Bianchi et al. 2000).
Time availability, based on Becker’s (1965) theory on the allocation of time,
posits that it is not so much resources that determine the division of labor but rather the
relative amount of free time each person in a couple has available. Studies generally
confirm that women who work more hours have a smaller share of housework compared
to women who work fewer hours (Mannino and Deutsch 2007; Pinto and Coltrane 2009)
while their husbands, in turn, do more housework relative to other men (Cunningham
2007; Kroska 2004). Studies using time-use data highlight both the finite nature of time
and the inequality in multitasking within the home wherein women tend to do housework
while engaged in other tasks, such as childcare or even other housework tasks, while men
do not (Fisher et al. 2007; Offer and Schneider 2011; Robinson and Godbey 2010).
For relative resources and time availability, however, the effects are far from
gender-neutral (Bartley, Blanton, and Gilliard 2005). While resources and time
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availability may either shrink or widen the gender gap in housework between partners,
women ultimately still do more housework than their male partners on average,
regardless of how much they earn or how many hours they spend in paid work (Bittman
et al. 2003; Schneider 2011). This illustrates housework as a gendered norm, as found
within the doing gender theory of housework. This theory suggests that there is a
persistent, gendered component to the division of household labor because women with
ostensibly greater power in a relationship are unable to offload housework
responsibilities onto their male partners.
Women may do relatively more housework than their male partners, in part, due
to it being an aspect of their gender performance (West and Zimmerman 1987).
Femininity is historically associated with domestic labor (Coontz 2006), and traditional
gender roles continue to link housework with women (Erickson 2005; Kroska 2003). As
noted, previous studies have found deviations from the predictions of either relative
resources or time availability (Bittman et al. 2003; Brines 1994; Parkman 2004;
Schneider 2012). These deviations might reflect the attachment of the female role to
housework and the persistence with which people perform their expected gender roles. A
“doing gender” perspective requires an understanding that housework is more than a site
of economic bargaining or time management. Housework remains a site of gender
performance for men and women, and as such, gender-neutral explanations may only
ever explain part of the division of labor between couples.
Thus far, most literature on housework has considered the proximal factors – of
relative resources, available time, and gender norms - that may influence how housework
is divided within the home. Proximal factors are at the heart of relative resources, time
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availability, and doing gender and encompass the everyday, present situation surrounding
a couple. This study introduces a distal model of housework that considers socialization,
a preceding and distal factor rather than a contemporary factor, into the equation. This
study will have two different dependent variables: 1) the gendered division of labor
between a couple and 2) the absolute amount of housework performed by an individual.
Much research focuses on the gendered division of labor between a couple. That
is, the focus is on how a couple divides their housework. This is typically measured using
the ratio of one partner’s absolute housework performance against the other partner’s
absolute housework performance (Lippe 2010, Ruppanner 2010, Hook 2010), although
alternate measures include subtracting one partner’s housework time from the other’s
(Kolpashnikova and Kan 2020, Yavorsky er al 2015, Voicu et al 2009). Measuring
anything about a gender division within a couple requires information about both partners
in a relationship. In addition to housework, research also measure resources (e.g.,
earnings) and time availability (e.g., hours worked) as a relative ratio (Shu and Bian
2003, Goldin et al 2017).
Overall, then, this study makes several key contributions to the research literature.
First, I explore both the proximal factors traditionally explored in the literature along with
the effect of parental socialization to provide an integrated analysis of the lifelong
influences of a person’s housework behavior. Second, while including more standard
measures for proximal factors, such as relative income ratios and relative hours worked, I
will separately include measures for the absolute values of income and hours for the
individual. Finally, I investigate how these various proximal and distal factors influence

Same effect for males and females
Effect stronger for males
Effect stronger for females

Time Availability
absolute & relative

Housework
absolute & relative

Earned Income
absolute & relative

Mother’s
Housework
absolute

Father’s
Housework
absolute
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Figure 2.2. Conceptual model of Study 2. Moderating effects of parental socialization on the relationship between time
availability, relative resources, and housework. Line patterns indicate different effects by gender
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both an individual’s absolute housework performance as well as their relative division of
household labor. Figure 2.2 illustrates the expected relationships.
Relative resources, time availability, and “doing gender” generally provide
explanations of how housework is divided within a couple. In other words, these
explanations offer insight into the proximal factors that influence the gendered division of
labor. The extant literature also allows us to consider what effects these factors may have
on an individual’s absolute hours of housework. When an individual has a higher income
relative to their partner, they tend to do less housework than their partner (Vijayasiri
2011). It is easy to surmise that this means that an increased income is associated with a
person doing fewer absolute hours of housework. Not only do high-earners have more
leverage over their partner, they also have more resources to hire outside services to take
care of household chores. This same logic holds when considering employment hours
within the time availability framework. All else equal, a person who works a greater
number of hours in paid employment will do less housework than a person who works
fewer hours (Gupta 2006).
Taking a more distal approach, an individual’s parents’ household modeling
behaviors may moderate some of the above described main effects. For example, an
individual with a strong housework habit, as modeled by their parents, may be
differentially affected by their earned income as compared to a person who was not so
socialized into housework. Socialization into housework behavior during youth would
create an accustomed baseline of expected housework performance for individuals (Bois
et al. 2005; Cleland et al. 2011; Tammelin et al. 2003; Trost et al. 2003). Proximal factors
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provide either opportunities or constraints to align current housework performance with
their distal baseline modeled by parents.
2.2.1

Relative Resources, Time Availability and Doing Gender on Housework:

The Moderating Role of Parental Socialization
As such, earning more income may allow a person who has not been socialized
into housework as a habit to decrease the amount of housework they do, either by
influencing their partner to take on the bulk of the work or by hiring outside help. A
person who is accustomed to doing regular housework, on the other hand, may not be as
inclined to leverage their higher income to rid themselves of their housework
responsibility, and so may continue performing their accustomed amount of housework.
This study, then, proposes a moderation model of how relative resources and time
availability influence housework. In either case, socialization acts as a moderating
variable in the relationship between the proximal situation of the individual and the
absolute number of hours they spend doing housework as well as the gendered division of
labor.
As noted previously, the “doing gender” perspective encourages us to consider
how these relationships accomplish gender. As the performance of housework is
congruent with female gender roles, and antithetical to masculine gender roles, we would
expect that the effect of socialization, combined with the proximal variables, will differ
between men and women. Men and women receive differential socialization into
gendered norms. When looking at the previous generation, it is likely that women’s
mothers, on average, performed more housework than their fathers (Shelton and John
1996). Assuming that women are taught the gendered housework norm from their
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mother, we would expect that women would then have a higher accustomed baseline
compared to men, who would have learned masculine gendered norms of housework
avoidance (Deutsch 1999).
This differential gender socialization, indeed, may provide some explanation for
why women still perform more housework relative to their partner, even when they outearn their partner (Bittman et al. 2003; Greenstein 2000; Schneider 2011). As women
receive more substantial socialization into the habit of housework than men, they, on
average, would have a higher accustomed baseline of housework performance than men.
As such, even at relatively higher incomes, women’s socialization may disincline them
from decreasing their absolute housework performance. Combined with men’s relatively
low accustomed baseline, as learned from their fathers, there would be a tendency for
couples to follow the example of their parents wherein women, regardless of proximal
factors such as income or employment hours, engage in more housework than their male
partners.
Given this, I can form the following hypotheses detailing the main effects and the
moderating effects of resources and parental socialization for both the absolute
housework dependent variable and the relative division of labor dependent variable for
women, as shown in Figure 2.2:
H3: As women’s absolute hourly wages increases, the absolute amount of
housework performed by women will decrease.
H3a: This relationship will be moderated by the woman’s mother’s housework
performance such that as the absolute amount of housework her mother did increases, the
effect of her hourly wages on housework hours decreases.

26
H4: As women’s share of the couple’s hourly wages increases, the division of
labor between the couple becomes more egalitarian.
H4a: This relationship will be moderated by the woman’s mother’s housework
performance such that as the share of housework her mother did increases, the effect of
relative hourly wages on housework division of labor decreases.
For men, I expect a similar effect based on his same-sex parental socialization as
noted in the following hypotheses. While the direction of the effect is predicted to be
similar to that seen with women, it is also expected that the magnitude of the effect will
be smaller given men’s more tenuous connection to household labor due to gendered
norms socialized at childhood.
H5: As men’s absolute hourly wages increases, the absolute amount of housework
performed by men will decrease.
H5a: This relationship will be moderated by the man’s father’s housework
performance such that as the absolute amount of housework his father did increases, the
effect of his hourly wages on housework hours decreases.
H6: As men’s share of the couple’s hourly wages increases, the division of labor
between the couple becomes less egalitarian.
H6a: This relationship will be moderated by the man’s father’s housework
performance such that as the share of housework his father did increases, the effect of
relative hourly wages on housework division of labor decreases.
Time availability, operationalized in this study with the number of weekly hours
spent in paid employment and with the respondent’s share of the household’s
employment hours, is less a theory of power than of convenience. It posits that the
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partner with more time will take on more household chores (Davis et al. 2007). Working
together, partners will organize household tasks to maximize their time efficiently
(Becker 1965). However, if an individual received little socialization into housework as a
habit, they may be less likely to perform more housework when given the opportunity.
Alternately, an individual who was instilled with a strong housework habit may be more
likely to prioritize housework such that other time considerations have less influence.
Indeed, this may be why men tend to spend more time in leisure activities while women
spend more time doing housework (Bianchi and Milkie 2010; Sayer 2005). As women
are more likely than men to receive socialization into a substantial housework habit, they
are more likely to spend excess time doing housework rather than engaging in leisure
activities. As such, given the opportunity of time, two people with different socialization
will use that time in different ways. Greater socialization into housework, as instilled
through parental modeling, may magnify the effect of time availability while less
socialization into housework diminishes it.
Given this, I can form the following hypotheses regarding the effect of time
availability on absolute housework performance and the relative division of labor:
H8: As the respondent’s employment hours increase, their absolute hours spent
doing housework will decrease.
H8a: This relationship will be moderated by the respondent’s same-sex parent’s
housework performance such that as the absolute amount of housework their same-sex
parent did increases, the effect of the respondent’s employment hours on housework
hours decreases.

28
H9: As the respondent’s share of the couple’s employment hours increases, the
household division of labor will shift such that the respondent’s share of housework
hours decreases.
H9a: This relationship will be moderated by the respondent’s same-sex parent’s
housework performance such that as the share of housework their same-sex parent did
increases, the effect of the respondent’s share of employment hours on housework
decreases.
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2.3

Study 3: Psychological Distress

Housework, and especially an unequal division of labor between couples, is
positively related to increased stress and other adverse mental health outcomes (Bird
1999). An inequitable division of labor increases depressive symptoms among both men
and women. While other studies have indicated that performing more absolute hours of
housework is, on its own, associated with an increase in stress (Barnett and Shen 1997;
Boye 2010; Golding 1990), the association between inequity and depressive symptoms
holds true even after controlling for the absolute amount of housework performed by a
person. This suggests that the inequity, itself, in addition to the act of doing labor, is
influential for these symptoms.
This study uses a self-discrepancy framework to understand how the performance
and the division of housework can lead to detrimental mental health outcomes. As noted,
inequity in the division of labor, along with the simple performance of housework, is
positively associated with stress and other detrimental mental health outcomes (Bird
1999). This study explores this association from a social psychological perspective. I
propose that the housework performed by a person’s parents creates standards that a
person uses to evaluate their own housework performance as adults. Discrepancies from
these standards will result in psychological distress (Large and Marcussen 2000).
2.3.1

Self-discrepancy theory.

Self-discrepancy theory focuses on how discrepancies between a person’s
perception of themselves and how they would like to be can cause distress (Higgins 1989;
Strauman 1996). This social psychological theory expands on the notion that individuals
have multiple domains of self: the actual self, the ideal self, and the ought self. The actual
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self is a person’s perception of themselves as they are. The ideal self is the self that a
person wishes they were. The ought self reflects the traits or qualities that a person
believes they should possess. Discrepancies between the actual self and the ideal self or
ought self may lead to worse mental health.
The mental health outcome that results from these discrepancies varies depending
on whether the conflict is between the actual self and the ideal self or whether the conflict
is between the actual self and the ought self (Higgins 1987). Discrepancy between the
ideal self and the actual self, or the failure to live up to one’s aspirations, leads to
dejection-related emotions. This involves feelings of disappointment and general
dissatisfaction, and in acute circumstances, this could lead to depression (Cornette et al.
2009; Strauman 1989). Depression is a mental illness that is typically characterized by a
dysphoric mood state along with a range of symptoms, such as anhedonia and a tendency
to suicidal ideation (Flett, Vredenburg, and Krames 1997; Vrieze et al. 2014).
Alternatively, discrepancy between the actual self and the ought self, the failure to reach
a goal or possess a trait that one feels they should, leads to agitation-related emotions.
This involves uneasiness, guilt, and self-contempt for having not lived up to an
internalized standard. In acute circumstances, this could lead to anxiety (Katz and Farrow
2000; Scott and O’Hara 1993). Anxiety is characterized by a pervasive anxious affective
state as well as worried rumination and physiological arousal (Moran 2016; Nitschke et
al. 2001; Schulte-van Maaren et al. 2013). Psychological distress encompasses both
depression and anxiety and is associated with diagnoses of the latter (Andrews and Slade
2001; Drapeau, Marchand, and Beaulieu-Prevost 2012; Kessler et al. 2003, 2010; Ridner
2004) .
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Self-discrepancy theory has not been applied to the standards and expectations
around housework performance, however it has been used in other areas of sociological
inquiry. As an example, unrealized educational expectations have been found to be
positively associated with symptoms of depression (Reynolds and Baird 2010),
deviations from a person’s expected age of first birth or first marriage are both positively
associated with symptoms of depression (Carlson 2011, 2012), and being discrepant with
the perceived norms of the lesbian community is positively associated with increased
symptoms of depression and anxiety in lesbians (Boyle and Omoto 2014).
Below I argue that the absolute amount of housework performed by a person’s
same-sex parent constitutes a person’s “ought” standard for the amount of housework
they should do in adulthood. Conversely, the “ideal” standard is derived from the division
of labor between a person’s parents when they were a child. Thus, one pertains to a
person’s housework obligations (ought standard) and the other to their division of labor
aspirations (ideal standard). These standards are established through parental modeling,
as demonstrated in Studies 1 and 2.
Self-discrepancy theory further specifies that deviation from the ought standard
will produce anxiety, whereas deviation from the ideal standard will lead to depression.
Thus, discrepancies in absolute and relative housework performance should result in
different mental health outcomes.
2.3.2

Parental absolute housework hours as an “ought”-self standard.

The process of socialization within a home teaches children expected standards of
behavior. Indeed, qualitative research on housework indicates that people, especially
women, feel that they learned how to tend to the home from their mothers (DeVault
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1994; Hochschild and Machung 2012). When discussing how women learn to prepare
and think about family meals, one of DeVault’s subjects notes (DeVault 1994:106):
[My mother] never sat down and said, ‘OK, this is how you do such
and such.’ She may have done that with something like baking cookies,
but not everyday meals…So I think if I picked things up at all it would be
through osmosis. And then kind of adapting, you know, things that I
remember her cooking. That kind of thing.
It is through the maintenance of the family home that children learn not only the
expected standard of cleanliness but also the time and quality of the tasks necessary to
maintain this standard. Notably, one of the common justifications for the unequal division
of labor between couples is that women have higher cleaning standards (Coltrane 1997;
Deutsch 1999; Tichenor 2005). If women are learning how to do housework from their
same-sex parent, their mother, then it logically follows that their standards will be higher
than men, who will be more likely to learn how to do – or avoid – housework from their
fathers.
While quantitative measures of cleaning standards are not available in nationally
representative datasets, the absolute amount of housework hours of the same-sex parent
may act as a reasonable proxy for this “ought” standard. This would then provide the
standard to which adult respondents then compare their actual behavior. A body of
research does consider the role of comparison referents in perceptions of fairness in the
division of labor, though most of this research focuses on comparisons to same-sex
friends (Carriero and Todesco 2016; Himsel and Goldberg 2003; Nakamura and Akiyoshi
2015). Results typically find that that women report greater fairness when they perceive
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themselves as doing less housework than same-sex counterparts, though this research has
primarily been dependent on small, non-representative samples, and do not include a
measure of parental housework. As this present study includes intergenerational measures
of parental housework, it allows for an alternate perspective on potential comparison
referents. Within self-discrepancy theory, discrepancy occurs when the “ought” standard
(i.e., same-sex parent absolute housework modeling) differs from actual practice (i.e.,
respondent’s absolute housework performance). When such an actual-ought discrepancy
exists, then, the adult respondents would feel increased agitation as they feel guilt and
uneasiness for not living up to their internalized standard of housework. As such, they
would report greater anxiety. In effect, the difference between the absolute amount of
housework performed by a woman’s mother and the absolute amount of housework she
performs constitutes the discrepancy between the ought and the actual self. For men, a
similar process may happen with their fathers.
Self-discrepancy theory can take us a step further, however, and predict that these
feelings of agitation may be associated with clinical anxiety (Scott and O’Hara 1993;
Strauman 1989). Self-discrepancy theory allows us to test more specifically whether the
discrepancy between the absolute amount of housework a person does and the absolute
amount of housework their same-sex parent did is associated with a diagnosis of clinical
anxiety more so than depression as shown in Figure 2.3. I also explore the association
with psychological distress, which includes symptoms of both depression and anxiety in
the scale (Andrews and Slade 2001).
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H11: Discrepancies between the absolute amount of housework performed by the
same-sex parent and the adult respondent will be positively associated with psychological
distress and being diagnosed with clinical anxiety.
2.3.3

The ideal-self: Improving on their parents’ gendered division of labor.

Having a more gender egalitarian division of labor within the home than one’s
parents did is a common ideal among young adults. Qualitative research demonstrates
that people are aware of the inequality within their childhood home when their mother
took primary responsibility for the housework (Gerson 2011; Hochschild and Machung
2012). This unequal situation, and the difficulties it presented for their mothers, acts as a
motivation for respondents to then desire a more equal division of labor in their own
home. This results in an ideal goal of having a more egalitarian division of labor than
their parents. Specifically, the respondent’s current gender division of labor (i.e., relative
household labor) should be closer to an equitable 50/50 split compared to the gender
division of labor of their parents. People who fall short of this ideal goal may be
vulnerable to feelings of disappointment and general dissatisfaction that they are not
living up to their aspiration.
While the literature on housework does not consider the impact of selfdiscrepancies on mental health, there is a well-established link between the division of
labor in the home and relationship satisfaction. Women report greater satisfaction in their
marriages when there is a smaller gap in the time they spend doing housework compared
to their male partner (Klumb, Hoppmann, and Staats 2006). This relationship is
moderated by the ideology of the woman, such that women with more traditional gender
ideology are less affected by inequalities in the division of labor

Figure 2.3. Being farther from 50/50 division of labor relative to parental division of labor and discrepancy from same-sex
parental housework positively influences both clinical anxiety and psychological distress
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(Davis and Greenstein 2009; Lavee and Katz 2002). Indeed, gender ideology appears to
influence the woman’s perception of whether the division of labor is fair or unfair, which
then partially determines her subsequent satisfaction with her partnership (Dew and
Wilcox 2011; Lively, Steelman, and Powell 2010). It seems reasonable to conclude that
perceptions, and the accompanying expectations therein, play a role in evaluations of
fairness in response to the division of labor. When the division of housework runs
counter to expectations, individuals feel more dissatisfied with their relationship. In this
sense, a woman’s gender ideology acts as an ideal standard to which she compares her
actual self. Discrepancies between her ideal standard, in the form of gender ideology, and
her actual self, in the form of the division of labor, result in a perception of unfairness
and subsequent dissatisfaction with her partnership.
It is expected that discrepancies wherein the division of labor in a person’s
household is as far or further away from an even 50/50 split than that of their parent’s
household will lead to the reporting of diagnosed depression. As self-discrepancy theory
specifies that this disjoint between the actual and the ideal self will lead to feelings of
dejection and depression (Cornette et al. 2009; Strauman 1989), it is further expected that
this discrepancy will be associated with increased psychological distress.
H12: Discrepancies such that the division of labor in the respondent’s home is the
same as or more unequal than that of their parent’s household will be positively
associated with likelihood of being diagnosed with clinical depression and increased
psychological distress.
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The next chapter details the methodology used to test these hypotheses. I first
summarize the longitudinal dataset used in these analyses before explaining the variables
that will be included. Then I outline the analytic strategy for each part of the study.
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3

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

These studies use the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) to test the
hypotheses outlined in previous chapters. The PSID is a long-running longitudinal survey
that began in 1968 and is administered by the University of Michigan. The PSID emerged
as an offshoot of the Survey of Economic Opportunity (SEO) to better understand the
dynamics of poverty among families. The initial wave of the PSID combined a sample of
3,000 families drawn from a Survey Research Center frame with an over-sample of 1,900
low-income families from the SEO. This combined sample allowed for a national
probability of US households at the time. Rules were drawn to follow families through
time and through households, with new family members being added to the sample as
needed. For decades, the PSID has followed these families such that the original sample
of 4,900 has grown to 9,063 families, along with additional refresher samples being
introduced to increase representativeness and account for demographic changes in the
population. There are now 39 waves of data collected. Initially, this was gathered
annually, however after 1997 data was collected every 2 years. Response rates to the
PSID are high, ranging from a low of 89.1% in 2015 to a high of 98% in 1982, 1983, and
1990. This results in a rich, nationally representative dataset of intergenerational
economic information.
Between 1968 and 1972, interviews were conducted face-to-face. After this,
however, interviews have been done over the phone. For each family, one adult—the
head of housework—serves as the sole respondent. Given the nature of this longitudinal
survey, a child who grew up in an initial family will move out and, upon doing so,
become the primary respondent for their subsequent household. As such, the PSID
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allows one to link families so as to follow an individual from childhood to adulthood. The
study design is such that an individual who was a child when the survey began, in the
1960s, will be included in the study upon leaving their parental household. A person who
was 5 years old in 1968 will be 47 in 2015, the latest wave of the study. The PSID will
contain information for this person’s parents as well as their current information. This
presents a unique opportunity for longitudinal analysis. The weekly hours of housework
performed has been consistently asked since the 1976 wave.
The proposed studies intend to use the 31 waves from 1976 and later, except for
1982 where there were no questions about housework. To increase sample size across the
three studies, I construct many key measures drawing on multiple waves of data. For
example, housework variables are the mean hours of housework reported across three
waves of data. This applies for the respondent’s reported housework, as well as their
parents. Similar variables include number of children in the home, employment hours,
years of education, and household income, all of which are mean-centered. For nominal
variables, such as homeownership I take the modal value across the three years.
The analytic sample for Study 1 is respondents who were living independently
between the ages of 24 and 26 and whose parents were in the PSID while they were
children. Given the nature of this intergenerational data—along with the importance of
the inclusion of data from the parental generation—these ages were chosen so as to
maximize the sample size. Alternate age groups lacked the statistical power for robust
analysis. The sample size of this group is 6,491 and encompasses years from 1976 to
2015. Dropping respondents who do not have information for parental housework during
childhood or who entered the sample too old to collect this information decreases the
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sample by 3,364 cases. This large decrease is the result of refresher samples being added
to the PSID, for which no parental information is available. The nature of the research
questions for this dissertation research prevents the inclusion of single parent households.
As such, I drop 1,094 cases where respondents lived in a single parent household at some
point during childhood. The final sample for Study 1 is 2,033.
At each time point, when the child is young and a teenager, there will be two
adults in the house. It is possible for the family to have undergone a transition such that
one parent leaves between ages 6 and 14—the age gap between the two childhood
variables—and a stepparent joins the family. Families that had two parents at early
childhood but one parent during the teenager years are dropped from analysis. As noted,
the research questions all pertain to two parent household. Also, transitions to single
parent households make up a small number of cases and, as such, would be difficult to
account for statistically. It does mean, however, that this analysis can only be generalized
to individuals raised in households with two parents present.
Due to the research question focus, the analytic sample for study 2 is further
restricted to respondents who are married or have cohabiting heterosexual partners. This
decreases the sample size for Study 2 to 1,037. A total of 314 cases are cohabiting
without being legally married. Study 3 draws from both analytic samples. Specifically,
when exploring the actual-ought discrepancy the analytic sample from Study 1 is used
including those who are single or partnered. When exploring the actual-ideal discrepancy
the analytic sample for Study 2 is used including only those who are partnered.

3.1

Measures
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3.1.1

Focal Study 1 measures.

Table 3.1. Means, standard deviations, and ranges of variables used in analysis for Study 1

Study 1
(All Respondents)
SD
Range
8.89
0 - 60

Respondent’s absolute housework

M
10.69

Mother’s absolute housework (Child)

27.00

14.09

0 - 60

2835

Mother’s absolute housework
(Adolescent)
Father’s absolute housework (Child)

18.86

11.45

0 - 60

2835

7.72

6.85

0 - 60

2835

7.40

6.97

0 - 60

2835

0.52

0.50

0-1

2835

Father’s absolute housework
(Adolescent)
Gender (Female=1)

n
2835

Table 3.1 shows the means, standard deviations, and the ranges of the focal
variables for Study 1. The dependent variable for Study 1 is the average number of
absolute housework hours a person does in a week between the ages 24 and 26. This
question has been consistent since 1976 and asks: “About how much time do you spend
on housework in an average week? (I mean time spent cooking, cleaning, and doing other
work around the house.)” This question is only asked of the head of the household, who
reports on the hours of housework for both themselves and their partner. Given the nature
of the PSID’s rules for following families, the head of household will always be the
respondent. The values for three waves are averaged so as to include more information
and increase the sample size by including respondents who may be missing data during
one wave. In these cases, information is taken from the other two time points. After
averaging housework values at the three ages, this measure is rounded to the nearest
integer to assist with analysis. Extremely high values are common for self-reported
housework measures, and the literature typically topcodes the values at a certain
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percentile or at a certain number (Pollmann-Schult 2017; Schneider 2012). I have chosen
to topcode at 60 hours, which changes 11 values greater than 60 hours to 60 hours. The
dependent variable has a mean of 10.69 and a standard deviation of 8.89, and it has a
distribution with a long right tail.
Self-reported estimates of housework are not as reliable as time diary data as
people, especially men, tend to inflate their hours spent doing housework (Yavorsky et al.
2015). Additionally, the vague definition of housework provided is not ideal in that it
presents ambiguity in what people are counting when answering the question. Despite
this, similar measures have been used in previous literature on housework (LachanceGrzela and Bouchard 2010) and any estimate inflation can be assumed to be similar
across generations, as evidenced by earlier work on this inflation (Bianchi et al. 2000;
Coltrane 2000; Marini and Shelton 1993). As such, the overestimation should not affect
the actual intergenerational relationship.
The primary independent variables for Study 1 are the average number of hours of
weekly housework reported by a person’s mother and the average number of hours of
weekly housework reported by a person’s father. This question wording is the same as
described above for the dependent variable. Past literature indicates that there are
important differences in parental modeling dependent on the child’s age, with younger
children being more influenced by behavior while adolescents are more influenced by
attitudes (Cunningham 2001b). As such, parental housework will be divided into early
parental housework and later parental housework.
Early parental housework will record the average number of hours of weekly
housework reported by the mother when the child was between the ages of 4 and 6 with a
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separate variable indicating the average number of hours of weekly housework reported
by the father when the child was between the ages of 4 and 6. Later parental housework
will consist of the same measures when the respondent is between the ages of 14 and 16.
These measures are age-specific, pulling the relevant waves of data from when a
respondent is ages 4 through 6 and ages 14 through 16 between 1976 and 2015. As such,
it is possible to have a respondent who was age 4 in 1976, age 15 in 1987, and then age
25 in 1997. It is also possible to have a respondent who was age 4 in 1994, age 15 in
2005, and then age 25 in 2015.
3.1.2

Focal Study 2 measures.

Table 3.2 shows the means, standard deviations, and the ranges of the focal
variables for Study 2 (These means are broken down further by gender in Table 3.5).
Study 2 uses the same dependent variable as Study 1: the average hours of weekly
housework reported by the respondent between ages 24 through 26, although the analytic
sample for Study 2 only includes those currently in a heterosexual relationship. Study 2
also adds an additional dependent variable in the form of the average relative division of
labor of the respondent during that same age range. This measure is calculated as the
share of the respondent’s hours of housework out of the total housework hours of both
themselves and their partner. The range of the variable, then, is 0 to 1 with 0 indicating
that the respondent did none of the housework while their partner did all of it, and a 1
indicating the opposite. The distribution of this variable is normal with a mean of .55 and
a standard deviation of .23 (Table 3.2). The respondent reports all information for their
partner.
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The primary independent variables take into account the relative resources and
time availability of the couple. Several steps are necessary to get the mean hourly wages
of the respondent between the ages of 24 and 26 relative to their partner. First, the PSID
calculates respondent hourly wages based on the annual labor income reported by the
Table 3.2. Means, standard deviations, and ranges of variables used in analysis for Studies 2-3

Respondent’s absolute housework

M
11.92

Studies 2 and 3
(Partnered Respondents)
SD
Range
9.35
0 - 60

n
1796

Respondent’s share of total housework

0.55

0.23

0-1

1796

Psychological distress

3.14

2.79

0 - 24

1796

Clinical anxiety diagnosis

0.07

0.25

0-1

1796

Clinical depression diagnosis

0.07

0.26

0-1

1796

Mother’s absolute housework (Child)

28.30

13.82

0 - 60

1796

Mother’s absolute housework (Adolescent)

19.50

11.29

0 - 60

1796

7.44

6.70

0 - 60

1796

Father’s absolute housework (Adolescent)
Respondent’s hourly wages

7.14
20.99

6.28
18.96

0 - 60
0 - 839.61

1796
1796

Respondent’s employment hours

33.76

15.43

0 - 112

1796

Respondent’s share of hourly wages
Respondent’s share of employment hours

0.55
0.55

0.25
0.25

0-1
0-1

1796
1796

Actual-ought discrepancy

4.18

12.91

-58.25 – 55.25

1796

Female’s actual-ideal discrepancy

0.35

0.22

-0.87 – 0.5

946

Male’s actual-ideal discrepancy

0.26

0.21

-0.92 - 0.47

850

Gender (Female=1)

0.53

0.50

0-1

1796

Father’s absolute housework (Child)

respondent divided by the annual hours of paid work, adjusted for inflation. There is a
similar measure for the partner. Second, the measure for relative resources is constructed
by adding the respondent and partner’s hourly wages together and then dividing that from
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the respondent’s hourly wages. This gives me the share of the wages earned by the
respondent that varied between 0 and 1, with 0 indicating that the respondent reported no
labor income while their partner is the wage-earner of the household. A 1 indicated that
the respondent is the wage-earner while their partner does not earn labor income.
The second primary independent measure considers the mean time availability of
the individual across the ages of 24 and 26. The PSID has a variable for the total annual
work hours constructed from a series of questions that measure the number of weeks
worked in the previous year, the number of weekly hours worked at all jobs held, and the
amount of overtime hours put in. For the purposes of this study, I divide the annual work
hours by 52 to give the weekly work hours for the respondent. I create a similar measure
for the partner. The measure of relative time availability is constructed as with relative
resources, by adding the weekly work hours for the respondent and the partner and then
dividing that from the respondent’s weekly work hours. This will give me the share of the
work hours that the respondent does. As with the share of hourly wages variable, this
variable ranges from 0 to 1, with 0 indicating that the respondent does not spend time in
paid work while their partner does and 1 indicating the opposite.
The moderating variables for Study 2 include the parental socialization variables
used in Study 1, which are self-reported estimates of the number of hours spent doing
housework. As with the dependent variable, these measures take the mean across waves.
As such, there are four parental socialization variables: the mother’s mean housework
performance between the ages of 4 and 6, the mother’s mean housework performance
between the ages of 14 and 16, the father’s mean housework performance between the
ages of 4 and 6, and the father’s mean housework performance between the ages of 14
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and 16. As with Study 1, taking the mean across three time points allows me to include
more information and increase the sample size by bringing in respondents who may be
missing data during one wave. When respondents are missing data on one time point,
information is taken from the other two time points.

3.1.3

Focal Study 3 measures.

Table 3.2 shows the means, standard deviations, and the ranges of the focal
variables for Study 3 (These means are separated by gender in Table 3.3). One dependent
variable for Study 3 is the mean K-6 Non-Specific Psychological Distress Scale when the
respondent is between the ages 24 through 26. This scale consists of 6 questions that ask
how often within the past 30 days the respondent felt, “so sad nothing could cheer [them]
up,” “nervous,” “restless or fidgety,” “hopeless,” “that everything was an effort,” and
“worthless.” Responses are ordinal and consist of “All of the time,” “Most of the time,”
“Some of the time,” “A little of the time,” and “None of the time.”
Results are summed such that higher scores indicate more non-specific
psychological distress, and low scores indicate less non-specific psychological distress
with a range between 0 and 24 (Cronbach’s α = .8769). The distribution of this variable is
not normal and resembles a count variable with a large number of zeros and a strong right
skew. As such, OLS regression is not appropriate.
There are two additional dependent variables for Study 3 in the form of a clinical
diagnosis of either anxiety or depression. These variables are developed from a series of
questions that ask: “Has a doctor ever told you that you have or had any of the
following…any emotional, nervous, or psychiatric problems?” and for respondents who
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answer in the affirmative, “What was the diagnosis?”. Answers include a variety of
mental health disorders; however, this analysis is only concerned with a diagnosis of
depression or anxiety. From these responses I created two different binary variables. The
first is an indicator variable for a diagnosis of depression, with 1 indicating that the
person has been diagnosed as such and 0 indicating that they have not. The second is a
similar indicator variable for anxiety, with 1 indicating that the person has been
diagnosed as such and 0 indicating that they have not.
Previous research has shown that self-reported objective measures of health, such
as these diagnoses measure, have high validity for conditions with clear diagnostic
criteria (Pastorino et al. 2015). Validity for self-reported diagnoses of mental health is
lower, particularly for people with less education (Hansen et al. 2014). Additionally,
mental illness is often underdiagnosed, particularly among older individuals and people
of color (Bailey, Mokonogho, and Kumar 2019; Ce, V, and Kp 2014; Su et al. 2011;
Wancata et al. 2000). Despite this, some researchers argue that such self-reported
objective measures of health are more likely to be valid than diagnostic surveys
(NORDGAARD et al. 2012). Overall, the PSID health measures have been used in other
studies in a similar fashion to their use here (Batomen, Sweet, and Nandi 2021; Besen,
Jetha, and Gaines 2018; Kim and Chatterjee 2019). It is likely that these measures
underestimate the number of respondents with mental health issues, making this study
more conservative in its results.
Study 3 also has two discrepancy variables as the primary independent variables.
The first is a variable capturing the difference between the respondent’s average absolute
hours of housework from their same-sex parent’s average absolute hours of housework.
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This acts as a measure of how much the respondent’s actual housework performance
differs from their “ought” standard. Two steps are involved in constructing this measure.
First, the mean of the same-sex parent’s weekly hours of housework when the respondent
was between the ages of 4 and 6 and when they were between the ages of 14 and 16 are
calculated to create an average amount of housework that the respondent was accustomed
to their same-sex parent performing. Second, the average absolute hours of housework
the respondent does at ages 24 through 26 is then subtracted from this value. The
discrepancy measure is a continuous measure and may potentially be a negative value in
instances where the respondent does more than their same-sex parent. Higher positive
values indicate that the respondent is more discrepant from their same-sex parent’s
housework performance such that they are failing to meet their “ought” standard.
The actual-ideal discrepancy variable focuses on the division of labor between a
respondent and their partner. This is a binary variable with a 1 indicating that the division
of labor in a person’s home is as far or further away from an even 50/50 split than their
parent’s while a value of 0 indicates that the division of labor within the home is closer to
50/50 than the parental division of labor. To construct this variable, I first calculated the
mean share of the same-sex parent’s housework hours between the respondent’s young
childhood and adolescence. This creates the mean share of household labor by mothers or
fathers that the respondent is accustomed to while growing up. As this theory is based
around the standard of a 50/50 split in the division of labor, I then take the absolute value
of the mother’s share of housework minus 0.5. This subtraction then shows how far away
from this standard the parents were. I do this same operation with the respondent by
taking the absolute value of the subtraction of 0.5 from the respondent’s share of
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housework. Finally, I construct the binary value by assigning a 1 to cases where the
respondent’s distance from 0.5 is greater than or equal to their parent’s distance from 0.5.
Cases in which the respondent’s distance from 0.5 is lesser than their parent’s distance
from 0.5 are coded as a 0.
Table 3.3. Means and standard errors of control variables (after imputation)

Men

Women
Mean
S.E.

Mean

S.E.

Full Sample
Mother's Employment - Young
Mother's Employment - Old
Child in Home
Household Income
Homeownership
Education (in years)
Race

0.71
0.93
0.39
47535.43
0.36
13.58
0.40

0.014
0.017
0.012
837.127
0.012
0.052
0.015

0.76
0.94
0.59
41698.84
0.32
13.64
0.50

Partnered Sample
Mother's Employment - Young
Mother's Employment - Old
Child in Home
Household Income
Homeownership
Education (in years)
Race

0.67
0.95
0.62
55241.16
0.48
13.43
0.38

0.025
0.016
0.017
1136.500
0.017
0.068
0.021

0.73
0.024
0.95
0.026
0.65
0.020
60222.15 1800.068
0.55
0.021
13.72
0.089
0.36
0.026

0.014
0.015
0.013
920.284
0.012
0.055
0.015

Demographics and Controls for Studies 1, 2 & 3.
The gender of the respondent is coded as a binary variable such that men are coded
as 0 while women are coded as 1. All bivariate and multivariate analyses are performed
by gender. Several control variables (Table 3.3) will be included in Studies 1, 2 and 3.
Literature on housework typically includes controls for whether a child is in the home,
income of the household, homeownership, and race. All controls will be measured
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between when the respondent is between the ages of 24 through 26. During the interview,
respondents give information as to other members of the household, including any
children they may have. A binary measure indicates that the respondent does have a child
in the home.
Total family income is a continuous measure that combines the taxable income and
social security income of the respondent and any partner they may have in the home,
averaged across the ages of 24 through 26. Homeownership is a dummy variable wherein
1 indicates that the respondent owned a residence at some point between the ages of 24
through 26 and 0 indicates they rented throughout. Race will be measured with a 5category variable to include white, Black, Latino, Asian, or other. Finally, a continuous
measure of the highest year of education completed will be included in analysis.

3.2
3.2.1

Data Analysis Plan

Study 1.

The goal of this part of the study is to determine the effect of parental housework
performance on a person’s mean housework performance as an adult. The sample for this
study includes both respondents who are single and who are partnered. The dependent
variable is a count variable, and the first step for analyzing a count variable is comparing
mean and variance to determine whether there is overdispersion (Long, Long, and Freese
2006). For men, the mean of the dependent variable is 7.95 while the variance is 51.10,
indicating overdispersion. Indeed, an analysis of observed versus predicted probabilities
with a Poisson distribution show that the Poisson distribution underpredicts lower counts
– including 0, while overpredicting larger counts (Long et al. 2006). Further testing of a
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negative binomial regression finds significant evidence of overdispersion (G 2 = 71,000, p
< 0.001). A negative binomial regression, which adds an extra error term to account for
unobserved heterogeneity among the observations, is more appropriate for this dependent
variable. While the countfit command in STATA indicates that a zero-inflated negative
binomial is the best fit for the data, the substantive improvement of a zero-inflated model
over a standard negative binomial model is negligible. That is, the coefficients produced
by either model are not substantively different (Long et al. 2006). In the interest of
parsimony, a negative binomial model is used for analysis. A similar analysis for women
also finds that a negative binomial model provides the best fit for the data. Robust
clustered standard errors will be used to account for siblings in the data.
As the hypotheses predicts different outcomes for male and female respondents,
analysis will be run separately for men and women. Regression models by gender will
assess the effect of parental housework performance on the respondent’s housework
performance. Then cross-model gender differences in the effect of parental housework on
respondent’s housework will be tested using the following equation:

Z=

β −β
(SEβ ) + (SEβ )

where 𝛽 is the coefficient for men and 𝛽 is the same effect coefficient for women,
and 𝑆𝐸𝛽 is the standard error for to the 𝛽 and 𝑆𝐸𝛽 is the standard error for the 𝛽 .
When the z-value is statistically significant, it indicates that the effect for that variable on
the dependent variable differs by gender.
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I expect that for women, the effect of their mother’s absolute housework
performance will be significant and positive while there will be no effect from their
father’s housework performance. Conversely, I expect that for men, the effect of their
father’s absolute housework performance will be significant and positive while there will
be no effect from their mother’s housework. As such, both men and women will be
affected by their same-sex parent’s housework performance but not their different-sex
parent’s.
3.2.2

Study 2.

The goal of this part of the study is to combine the socialization approach with
more traditional approaches to the division of labor. More concretely, the question is how
a person’s socialization might moderate the factors of relative resources and time
availability that contribute to the amount of housework performed by an individual.
Unfortunately, the PSID data is not well-suited to a multilevel model with individuals
nested within couples as there is background information on only one member of any
couple. A respondent’s partner was not previously in the PSID sample and so has no
information on their parental housework performance when they were children. As such,
while I have couple-level variables, I would not have the necessary information for half
of the individual-level variables to carry out such an analysis. Given this, when absolute
measure of housework is the dependent variable (a count variable), I use a negative
binomial regression with cluster adjustment to account for siblings as with Study 1. When
the respondent’s share of total housework is the dependent variable, I use an OLS
regression with cluster adjustment to account for siblings.
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Model 1 will test Hypotheses 3, 5, and 8. These hypotheses, recall, predict that a
respondent’s absolute amount of housework completed will be negatively related to their
hourly wages and their weekly hours of employment. As such, Model 1 will regress the
respondent’s weekly housework hours between the ages of 24 through 26 on their hourly
wages and their hours of employment. Hypotheses 3a and 5a predict that same-sex
parental socialization will have a moderating effect on this relationship such that as the
same-sex parent’s housework increases, the effect of hourly wages on housework
decreases. To test this, Model 2 will introduce the same-sex parent’s housework when the
respondent was a child and a teenager as moderating variables along with interaction
terms between these parental socialization variables and the resources. Model 3 will
similarly test Hypotheses 8a with regards to time availability. It is expected that same-sex
parental socialization will have a moderating effect such that as the same-sex parent’s
housework increases, the effect of weekly hours of paid work on housework decreases.
Hypotheses 4, 6, and 9 will be tested separately as they require a different sample.
Recall that these hypotheses predict the division of labor within a respondent’s home.
This requires the presence of a partner, and so these samples only include partnered
respondents. The analysis will proceed similarly to the previous analysis. Model 1 will
test Hypotheses 4, 6, and 9 will regress the respondent’s share of housework on their
share of hourly wages and their share of weekly hours of paid work. It is expected that as
the respondent’s share of both employment hours and hourly wages increases, the
household division of labor will shift such that the respondent’s share of housework
hours decreases. Model 2 will then test Hypotheses 4a and 6a by introducing an
interaction term between the same-sex parent’s share of housework and the respondent’s
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share of hourly wages. It is expected that the relationship between the share of hourly
wages and the share of housework will be moderated by the same-sex parent’s share of
housework such that as the share of housework the same-sex parent does increases, the
effect of relative hourly wages decreases. Model 3 will test Hypothesis 9a with a similar
analysis that focuses on the share of paid work hours.
Hypotheses 5 and 8 predict gender differences in the magnitude of the moderation
effects detailed above such that such effects will be smaller in magnitude for men than
for women. To test this, all models will be run separately for men and for women, and
then I will use a cross-model equality of coefficients test to examine these gender
moderation hypotheses as described in Study 1.
3.2.3

Study 3.

A negative binomial model best fit the data and is used when psychological
distress is the dependent variable. Alternate measurements of this variable were tested,
including setting it as a binary variable with a 1 indicating that a respondent showed a
moderate or severe amount of symptoms. The results from this alternative specification
did not substantively differ from the continuous measure.
The goal of this part of the study is to determine whether discrepancies between a
person’s housework performance and their same-sex parent’s housework performance
may result in psychological distress. Study 3 includes three dependent variables: the K-6
psychological distress scale, a clinical anxiety diagnosis, and a clinical depression
diagnosis. Analysis will first consider Hypotheses 11 and 12 with a negative binomial
regression with the K-6 psychological distress scale as the dependent variable.
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Hypotheses 11a and 12a with the binary dependent variables for anxiety or depression
diagnosis will be considered separately using logistic regression.
As noted, the first analysis will involve a negative binomial regression of the K-6
unspecified psychological distress scale on the discrepancy from the respondent’s samesex parent’s absolute housework performance in childhood as well as the discrepancy
from the respondent’s parent’s division of labor. Hypothesis 11 predicts that discrepancy
from the amount of housework performed from the same-sex parent will be positively
associated with psychological distress. Hypothesis 12 predicts that discrepancies such
that the division of labor in the respondent’s home is as close to or further away from
50/50 than their parent’s household will also be positively associated with psychological
distress. As such, I expect that both discrepancy variables will have positive and
significant coefficients.
The second analysis uses a logistic regression to predict the likelihood of a person
receiving a diagnosis of clinical anxiety. As with the first analysis, this will test both
discrepancy variables as predictors. Specifically, Hypothesis 11a predicts that
discrepancy from the amount of housework performed by the same-sex parent will be
associated with a greater likelihood of being diagnosed with clinical anxiety. As such, I
expect that this discrepancy, but not discrepancy from the parent’s division of labor, will
have a significant and positive coefficient.
The final analysis will also use a logistic regression to predict the likelihood of a
person receiving a diagnosis of clinical depression. Hypothesis 12a predicts that
discrepancies such that the division of labor in the respondent’s home is the same as or
further away from 50/50 than that of their parent’s household will be associated with a
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greater likelihood of being diagnosed with clinical depression. As such, I expect that this
discrepancy, but not the discrepancy from the same-sex parent’s absolute housework
hours, will have a significant and positive coefficient.
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CHAPTER FOUR (STUDY #1 RESULTS): SOCIAL LEARNING

THEORY AND PARENTAL HOUSEWORK MODELING BY GENDER
In this chapter, I explore the intergenerational transmission of housework habits
for men and women. Social learning theory posits that children learn behavior by
following the example of models. Specifically, this chapter looks at the parents as
potential models for children’s later housework performance. I expect this modeling to be
gendered, as housework is a gendered activity and as children relate to their parents
differently based on gender. As such, I expect that women will attend to and take after
their mother’s housework performance while men will be more affected by their father’s
housework performance. The sample is limited to respondents who had two different-sex
parents in the household as a young child and adolescent when growing up (N= 2,033).
4.1

Descriptive Statistics: Generational Differences in Housework

Table 4.1 shows the means and standard errors of the analytic variables used in
study #1. The analytic sample includes all respondents with valid information whose
parents had been in the PSID while they were children. As I predict different outcomes
for men and women, I show the descriptive statistics separately. The dependent variable
is the mean number of hours of housework a respondent estimates they do every week
over a period from age 24 to 26. These respondents are the adult children of an earlier
generation of PSID respondents.
As shown in Table 4.1, men and women report different mean housework hours.
Specifically, men report performing a mean of 7.95 hours of housework each week,
which is roughly two-third the amount that women report performing (12.27). This data
is based on respondent reporting, which can be unreliable, however it is consistent with

Table 4.1. Means and standard errors of analytic variables for Studies 1 and 2
Men
Absolute (n=1593)
Mean

Women

S.E.

Relative (n=748)
Mean
S.E.
0.362

Mean

S.E.

Relative (n=587)
Mean
S.E.

12.269

0.267

0.706

0.008

26.126

0.324

0.800

0.007

7.553

0.212

19.085

0.288

0.761

0.008

0.007

6.811

0.180

0.596

0.008

12.766

0.289

0.440

0.009

0.619

0.008

30.941

0.390

0.423

0.008

Adult Child’s Weekly Housework

7.955

0.178

Mother’s Housework – Young Child

27.231

0.331

Father’s Housework – Young Child

7.354

0.169

Mother’s Housework - Adolescent

19.820

0.270

Father’s Housework – Adolescent

7.478

0.188

0.254

Hourly Wages

15.485

0.303

Weekly Hours

37.980

0.399

0.205

0.007

Absolute (n=1534)

0.006
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previous time diary research on the division of household labor (American Time Use
Survey 2017). As such, I can have confidence in the accuracy of this self-report data.
The adult children of PSID respondents provide the source for the dependent
variable, however, the parents of these respondents provide the source for the
independent variables of interest. The weekly amount of housework the parent performed
was measured at two time points: when the respondent was a young child (ages 4 through
6) and when the respondent was an adolescent (ages 14 through 16).
In this parental generation, the gender difference in housework performance is
more pronounced than that of the adult offspring. For both men and women, mothers
reported performing around 27 weekly hours of housework during the respondent’s
childhood compared to roughly 7 weekly hours of housework as reported by the father.
The amount of housework done by the father remains roughly the same when the
respondent reached adolescence, however, the mother’s performance of housework
decreased to around 19 hours. This generational progression shows that women are doing
far less housework than their mothers did, while men report doing a similar amount of
housework to their fathers.
Indeed, looking at descriptive statistics, the convergence of the gender gap in
housework during the parental generation seems to be entirely due to adult daughters
doing less housework than their mothers. While mothers performed between 19 and 27
hours of housework each week, their daughters only reported performing roughly half of
this amount. Compare this to the intergenerational trend for men, wherein fathers
performed around 7 hours of weekly housework, which is the same amount their sons
report performing. This trend suggests broad distinctions between the genders with
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Table 4.2. Bivariate correlations of primary analytic variables for men and women

Men
1
1. Adult Child’s Weekly Housework
2. Mother’s Housework – Young
Child
3. Father’s Housework – Young
Child
4. Mother’s Housework - Adolescent

1.000

5. Father’s Housework - Adolescent

2

3

4

-0.026

1.000

-0.010

0.023

1.000

0.038

0.521***

-0.076**

1.000

0.066**

0.021

0.318***

0.038

5

1.000

Women
1
1. Adult Child’s Weekly Housework
2. Mother’s Housework – Young
Child
3. Father’s Housework – Young
Child
4. Mother’s Housework - Adolescent

1.000

5. Father’s Housework - Adolescent

2

3

4

0.065*

1.000

0.009

0.011

1.000

0.096***

0.465***

0.014

1.000

0.002

0.096**

0.311***

0.079*

5

1.000

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

regards to learning and doing housework.
4.2

Parents’ Housework on Adult Child’s Housework

I turn now to Table 4.2, which shows the bivariate correlations of the analytic variables,
again, shown separately for men and women. For men, only the amount of housework
performed by the father is significantly related to the amount of housework he does as an
adult, with a small positive correlation (r = 0.087, p < 0.01). For women, the amount of
housework performed by her mother, both during childhood (r = 0.065, p < 0.05) and
adolescence (r = 0.096, p < 0.001), is positively related to the amount of housework she
does as an adult.
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Table 4.3. Negative binomial regression of adult children's housework performance 1

Model 1
IRR
S.E.
Men (n=1593)
Mother’s Housework – Young Child
Father’s Housework – Young Child
Mother’s Housework - Adolescent
Father’s Housework - Adolescent
Women (n=1534)
Mother’s Housework – Young Child
Father’s Housework – Young Child
Mother’s Housework - Adolescent
Father’s Housework - Adolescent

0.998
1.008*

1.003
1.004

Model 2
IRR
S.E.

0.002
0.003
1.001
1.010*

0.002
0.004

1.004*
1.003

0.002
0.004

0.001
0.003

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
1. All models include controls for mother’s employment during childhood and adolescence,
presence of children in household, household income, homeownership, education (in years),
respondent’s race, respondent’s hourly wage, and respondent’s weekly hours in paid work

The bivariate correlations provide an indication that there is an intergenerational
transmission of housework habits. Thus far for men, their father’s modeling of
housework habits during the adolescent years has a small impact on their later housework
behavior. Women, on the other hand, seem solely influenced by their mother’s
housework. However, this relationship may be confounded by additional factors, such as
mother’s employment, current income, and education. As such, it is necessary to perform
multivariate analyses to see if these relationships are still present after accounting for
these other factors.
The top panel of Table 4.3 tests the hypotheses for adult men. Results shown are
the incidence-rate ratio, meaning that coefficients below 1.00 indicate a negative
relationship while coefficients greater than 1.00 indicate a positive relationship. Model 1
explores parental housework when the respondent was a young child while Model 2 tests

62
the influence of parental housework when the respondent was an adolescent. Not
surprisingly, the bivariate correlations in Table 4.2 show a strong relationship between
parental housework across the ages. As such, this regression analysis considers them
separately so as to avoid multicollinearity.
Model 1 indicates that the amount of housework the respondent’s father performed
when the respondent was a young child is positively related to the amount of housework
the respondent performs as an adult. The amount of housework performed by the
respondent’s mother, however, has no significant relationship with his later adult
housework performance. Model 2 presents a similar dynamic. The father’s housework
performance when the male respondent was an adolescent positively influences the
expected number of hours of housework he does in adulthood by a factor of 1.010. As
with the earlier time point, mother’s housework has no relationship with later housework
hours.
Overall, the results for men provide support for the social learning hypothesis in
that father’s housework does appear to influence the son’s expected number of hours of
housework in adulthood. As also expected by the social learning hypothesis, the mother’s
housework performance does not influence the expected number of hours of housework
performed by the respondent in adulthood. This suggests that men take cues from their
same-sex parent concerning domestic labor.
The bottom panel of Table 4.3 tests the hypotheses for women. The effect of
parental housework during childhood does not reach statistical significance for adult
women’s expected number of hours of housework, however there is a positive, significant
relationship between mother’s housework during adolescence and adult women’s
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expected housework in Model 2. As such this result does indicate some amount of
intergenerational transmission of housework habits from the mother to the daughter. The
amount of housework the father does, however, has no influence on the expected amount
of housework the adult woman does. This is consistent with the social learning theory
hypothesis.
4.3

Gender Differences

The previous analysis shows that men are influenced by their father’s housework
while women are influenced by their mother’s housework. An additional test for crossmodel gender differences in the effect of parent housework was subsequently performed
to determine whether the gender distinctions found were statistically significant.
While the difference between the coefficients for mother’s housework during early
childhood approached significance (F = 3.00, p = 0.084), neither of the coefficients for
mother’s housework significantly differed between men and women. However, the
difference between the coefficients for father’s housework during adolescence was
significantly different between men and women (F = 6.30, p = 0.014). This indicates that,
as predicted, men are influenced by the amount of housework their fathers do while
women are not.

4.4

Summary

In examining the intergenerational transmission of housework from the same-sex
parent to the adult child, the social learning hypothesis is partially confirmed. Women are
positively influenced by the amount of housework their mothers did during adolescence,
though this influence is small. Similarly, men are positively influenced by the amount of
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housework performed by their fathers both during childhood and adolescence. The
subsequent chapter explores how these distal processes of parental socialization interact
with the proximal circumstances of employment hours and earnings to shape both the
individual housework performance of men and women as well as the gendered division
of labor within a couple.
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CHAPTER FIVE (STUDY #2 RESULTS): RESOURCES, TIME

AVAILABILITY, AND PARENTAL SOCIALIZATION ON HOUSEWORK
PERFORMANCE BY GENDER
In this chapter, I explore how the intergenerational transmission of housework
habits may interact with current theories of household labor. I look specifically at the
commonly used theories of relative resources, time availability, and “doing gender,” and
I consider how parental socialization into housework may influence each of these. The
sample for this analysis is restricted to those who grew up in a two-parent household and
who are currently in a heterosexual partnership (N=1,335). I expect that the amount of
housework a person’s same-sex parent performed when a young child and in adolescence
will act as an accustomed baseline of expected housework performance for individuals as
well as for the gendered division of labor within a couple. This assumption then predicts
that the more proximal factors of resources and time would provide either opportunities
or constraints to align current housework performance with this baseline.
In this analysis chapter, I provide models separately by gender for two dependent
variables – the respondent’s absolute amount of housework done as well as the relative
amount of housework performed as compared to one’s partner. While a measure of the
absolute amount of housework performed most directly assesses an individual’s
housework behavior, the amount relative to one’s partner can provide insight into the
equality – or lack thereof – of the division of labor. I examine interactions between the
distal factor of same-sex parent housework socialization with the proximal factors of
employment hours and earnings on both dependent variables. When predicting an
individual’s absolute housework hours, the proximal independent variables are absolute
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hourly wages and absolute weekly hours as an individual characteristic. When predicting
the gender division of labor in housework, the proximal independent variables are
relative hourly wages and relative weekly hours within the couple. Hourly wages test
hypotheses about resources, weekly hours test hypotheses about time availability, and
gender differences in these effects provides a test of “doing gender.”
Table 4.1 shows the means for the focal analysis variables separated by gender.
For men, the mean share of housework is 0.362, indicating that men report doing less
housework than their female partners. For women, predictably, the mean share of
housework is 0.706. The share of housework for the parental generation reveals a similar
dynamic, with mothers reporting a mean of 0.761 hours of housework relative to their
male partner and fathers reporting around 0.250 hours of housework relative to their
female partner. The gender gap in share of housework is smaller for the adult children.
However, there remains a clear inequality in the share of housework done by male and
female partners.
The division of hourly wages and weekly hours is less dramatic. Men report
earning 59.6% of the household’s hourly wages on average, while women report earning
only 44.0% of the household’s hourly wages on average. A similar division occurs for
weekly hours, with men reporting a share of 0.619 and women reporting a share of 0.423.
Recalling the theoretical expectations for this study, it is posited that same-sex
parental socialization acts as a moderating variable in the relationship between hourly
wages, weekly hours, and the respondent’s share of housework.

5.1

Absolute Time Spent on Housework
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The next set of tables in this chapter focus on the dependent variable for absolute
hours of housework. The results of the negative binomial regression are shown separately
for women and men within Table 5.1. Due to the small sample size, statistical power will
be diminished, therefore, I pay attention both to statistical significance as well as
standardized effect sizes. Attempts to multiply impute missing values with combined
models for parental gender failed to converge. Sensitivity analysis using the reduced
sample without multiple imputation but with both parents in each model shows similar
results. As such, only the same-sex parent is included in the analysis for men and women.
The first model of both tables shows the results of same-sex parental socialization on
individual housework performance, while the second and third add in interaction terms
for same-sex-parental socialization with absolute hourly wages (resources) and absolute
weekly hours (time availability), respectively. Following the results of Study 1, I use the
parental socialization variable that has been shown to have a significant relationship with
adult child outcomes. For women, this is limited to mother’s housework at adolescence,
while for men this includes both age groups of father’s housework. This strategy allows
me to maximize sample size by only using substantively relevant independent variables.
Model 1 of Table 5.5 shows that women’s mother’s housework performance when
she was an adolescent increases the amount of housework she does in adulthood. This
replicates findings from Chapter 4 even though the analysis was done on a sample that
included both partnered and unpartnered women while this chapter’s analysis is carried
out only on partnered women. Moreover, the covariates for hourly wages and weekly
hours are also entered into this model but were not included in Chapter 4 analyses. Model
1 further indicates that the coefficient for the effect of a woman’s hourly wage on her
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Table 5.1. Negative binomial regression of absolute respondent's housework by absolute same-sex parental housework

Women (N=587)
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
IRR
S.E.
IRR
S.E.
IRR
S.E.
Mother's Housework - Adolescent
1.005*
0.002
1.002
0.004
1.001
0.004
☨
0.990
Hourly Wage
0.995
0.003
0.006
0.995
0.003
Mother's Housework - Adolescent x Hourly Wage
1.000
0.003
Weekly Hours
0.988*** 0.002 0.988*** 0.002 0.985***
0.003
Mother's Housework - Adolescent x Weekly Hours
1.000
0.000
Men (N=851)
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
IRR
S.E.
IRR
S.E.
IRR
S.E.
Father’s Housework – Young Child
1.006
0.006
1.017
0.012
0.985
0.023
Father’s Housework – Adolescent
1.009
0.006
0.994
0.012
1.020
0.028
☨
☨
0.994
0.994
Hourly Wage
0.003
0.991
0.006
Father's Housework - Young Child x Hourly Wage
0.999
0.001
Father's Housework - Adolescent x Hourly Wage
1.001
0.001
Weekly Hours
0.994*
0.002
0.994*
0.002
0.992*
0.004
Father's Housework - Young Child x Weekly Hours
1.001
0.001
Father's Housework - Adolescent x Weekly Hours
1.000
0.001
☨ p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.0011.
All models include controls for mother’s employment during childhood and adolescence, presence of a child in the
home, household income, homeownership, education (in years), and respondent's race
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housework performance does not attain statistical significance. This is contrary to
expectations and previous empirical findings (Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard 2010).
Finally, Model 1 also looks at the effect of time availability as measured by the weekly
hours of paid work a woman does. As predicted, as woman’s weekly hours of paid work
increase, the amount of time she spends doing housework decreases.
Neither of the interactions tested in Models 2 and 3 of Table 5.1 show a significant
or substantively meaningful result. Specifically, the incidence risk ratios on the
interaction terms are exactly 1.0. For women, the predicted moderation of proximal
factors (hours and earnings) on household labor by maternal modeling of housework did
not manifest.
In summary, partnered women’s hours of housework are positively influenced by
the amount of housework their mother did when they were in adolescence and negatively
influenced by the number of hours a woman spent in paid labor on a weekly basis.
The bottom panel of Table 5.1 shows the results for men predicting absolute hours
of housework using negative binomial regression. As with women, the first model shows
the main effects for father’s housework socialization and respondent’s weekly hours and
hourly wages. Models 2 and 3 add interaction terms between the distal father effects with
proximal hours and wages, respectively. The trend from Study 1 wherein father’s
housework is associated with the respondent’s housework as an adult is not present here.
Restricting this analysis to only partnered respondents reveals some potential differences
between partnered and unpartnered men. Model 1 additionally shows a negative main
effect for both hourly wage and weekly hours, though the former is only approaching
significance.
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In Models 2 and 3, no interaction effect is found between the male respondent’s
father’s housework and his later absolute hourly wages or weekly hours. As with women,
no moderation effect is found between parental socialization and proximal factors.
5.2

Division of household labor

While analyzing an absolute measure of housework performance has benefits, it is
also valuable to consider the division of labor within the home with relative measures of
housework. This provides a look at how much housework the respondent does relative to
their partner. The full specification of this measure is in Chapter 3. Recall that the
dependent variable is a proportion which varies between 0, which indicates the
respondent did no housework and their partner did all of it, and 1, which indicates that the
respondent did all of the housework while their partner did none of it. Having a
dependent variable that is a proportion does violate the assumption that the linear
dependent variable is unbounded. Regardless, a linear regression is used in this analysis
as a sensitivity analysis using a generalized linear model with a logit function garners the
same substantive results.
The hypotheses for the relative division of household labor involve predicting
movement toward and away from equality, or 0.50. As such, in this analysis I look at
both the intercept, which indicates the mean division of labor for women or men when all
coefficients are 0, and the coefficient. To assist with interpretation, I have mean-centered
the continuous variables for each gender such that the intercept can be interpreted to be
the mean division of labor for women or men for mean values of continuous covariates.
Table 5.2 then presents the results of the regression of the mother’s relative division of
labor during childhood and adolescence on adult women’s share of household labor. As
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with previous tables, this table is divided such that Model 1 establishes the relationship
between hourly wages and time availability and the respondent’s division of labor while
Models 2 and 3 add interaction terms to test for a moderating effect of same-sex
socialization. Notably, Model 1 indicated that adult women’s share of household labor is
positively associated with her mother’s share of household labor when she was an
adolescent.
Recall that H4 posited that as women’s share of the couple’s hourly wages
increased, the division of labor between the couple became more egalitarian. The
intercept for Model 1 is 0.710, which can be interpreted as the mean division of labor for
women whose mothers performed the mean division of labor within their own home.
More substantively, this indicates that on average, women do over two thirds of the
household labor. The measure of relative resources, which indicates the proportion of
hourly wages that a woman earns relative to her partner, does not significantly affect the
share of housework she does. Additionally, as before, Model 2 shows no significant
interaction between an adult woman’s mother’s share of housework and her current share
of hourly wages.
I return to Model 1 to assess H9. Recall that this hypothesis stated that as the
respondent’s share of the couple’s employment hours increases, the household division of
labor will shift such that the respondent’s share of housework hours decreases. This is
distinct from predicting greater movement toward equality and is based on theoretical
concerns summarized in Chapter 2. The key point for interpretation is that confirming the
hypothesis depends on whether the coefficient is negative, which indicates that the
respondent reduces the relative amount of housework they do compared to their partner,

Table 5.2. Regression of respondent's share of housework by same-sex parent's share of housework
Women (N=587)
Model 1
b
S.E.
0.099*
0.049
-0.073
0.045

Mother's Share of Housework - Adolescent
Share of Hourly Wage
Mother's Share of Housework - Adolescent x Hourly Wage
Share of Weekly Hours
Mother's Share of Housework - Adolescent x Weekly Hours
Constant

Father’s Share of Housework – Young Child
Father’s Share of Housework – Adolescent
Share of Hourly Wage
Father's Share of Housework - Young Child x Hourly Wage
Father's Share of Housework - Adolescent x Hourly Wage
Share of Weekly Hours
Father's Share of Housework - Young Child x Weekly Hours
Father's Share of Housework - Adolescent x Weekly Hours
Constant

-0.174***
0.710***
Men (N=851)
Model 1
b
0.029
0.058
-0.022

0.047

Model 2
b
S.E.
0.104*
0.050
-0.073
0.045
0.093
0.254
-0.175*** 0.047

0.056

0.711***

0.116

-0.229***

0.040

Model 2
b
S.E.
0.023
0.057
0.079
0.050
-0.015
0.038
0.003
0.229
-0.300
0.215
-0.239*** 0.400

0.376***

0.039

0.364***

S.E.
0.054
0.050
0.037

0.041

Model 3
b
S.E.
0.137*
0.058
-0.074
0.045
-0.179***
0.351
0.711***

0.047
0.261
0.056

Model 3
b
S.E.
0.036
0.056
0.058
0.053
-0.024
0.038

-0.228***
-0.082
-0.061
0.371***

0.040
0.257
0.212
0.043

☨ p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
1. All models include controls for mother’s employment during childhood and adolescence, presence of a child in the home, household income, homeownership,
education (in years), and respondent's race
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or positive, which indicates the opposite. To be confirmed, the coefficient would need to
be negative.
Model 1 confirms H9 for women in that as the adult woman’s share of weekly
hours of paid work increases relative to her partner, the household division of labor shifts
such that her share decreases. This provides another confirmation for the time availability
hypotheses similar to that found with the absolute measure of housework. Like with that
absolute measure, however, Model 3 shows that this result is not affected by an
interaction between the woman’s mother’s share of housework and her current share of
work hours. This fails to support H9a.
I turn now to the bottom panel of Table 5.2, which shows the results of the
multiple regression of men’s father’s share of housework on their own adult share of
housework. As with previous tables, Model 1 includes coefficients for both relative
resources and hourly wages while Models 2 and 3 include interaction terms between
these measures and paternal socialization into housework. As with women, all continuous
covariates are centered for ease of interpretation.
H6 predicted that as men’s share of the couple’s hourly wages increased, the
division of labor between the respondent and his partner would become less egalitarian.
Model 1 on the bottom panel of Table 5.2 shows that the intercept is 0.376, indicating
that men perform 37.6% of the household labor on average. A negative coefficient is
required to indicate that the division of housework is moving further away from 0.5, an
egalitarian division. Instead, the men’s share of hourly wages is not related to the share of
the division of labor for partnered men, which fails to support H6. As with previous
results, the hypothesized interaction effect between the father’s share of housework and
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the adult respondent’s share of hourly wages, tested in Model 2, is also not significant.
This fails to support H6a.
H9, which predicted a negative relationship between the respondent’s share of
employment hours and the respondent’s share of household labor, is supported as shown
in Model 1. Model 3 tests H9a by adding interaction terms between the respondent’s
share of employment hours and the father’s share of housework, however neither of these
interaction terms are significant. The effect of relative time is not moderated by same-sex
parental socialization into housework.
5.3

Summary

Across multiple models, the hypothesis that a person’s parental socialization into
housework would influence the effect of either resources or time on their own housework
fails to find support. Indeed, little support was found at all for the relative resources
approach to housework, a finding that is curious in light of previous research (LachanceGrzela and Bouchard 2010). More predictably, the number of hours spent in paid work
each week did negative influence a person’s performance of housework, however this
effect was not moderated by parental socialization. The following chapter uses a selfdiscrepancy framework to understand what influence parental socialization may have on
the relationship between the division of housework and detrimental mental health
outcomes.
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CHAPTER SIX (STUDY #3 RESULTS): PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS

In this chapter, I explore how deviations from a person’s expected or ideal
housework performance may result in psychological distress using self-discrepancy
theory. Self-discrepancy theory posits that an individual has an actual self, an ideal self,
and an ought self. Within the context of household labor, a person’s parental housework
may act as a proxy for their internalized housework standards – their ought self – or their
expectations of the division of labor between themselves and their partner – their ideal
self. When their own housework situation does not live up to these standards and
expectations, psychological distress may result. Table 6.1 shows the means and standard
Table 6.1. Means and standard errors of focal variables (after imputation)

Men
Mean

S.E.

Women
Mean
S.E.

Full Sample
K6

3.614

0.127

4.709

0.160

Anxiety Diagnosis

0.026

0.004

0.053

0.007

Clinical Depression Diagnosis
Adult Child’s Weekly Housework
Mother's Housework – Adolescent
Father’s Housework – Adolescent
Actual-Ought Discrepancy

0.038
7.955

0.005
0.178

0.057
12.269
19.291

0.007
0.267
0.283

7.448
-0.558

0.189
0.223

10.560

0.358

3.405
0.038
0.040
0.364

0.191
0.006
0.008
0.007

4.503
0.070
0.053
0.706

0.285
0.012
0.011
0.008

0.760

0.008

0.353

0.020

Partnered Sample
K6
Anxiety Diagnosis
Clinical Depression Diagnosis
Adult Child's Share of Housework
Mother's Share of Housework Adolescent
Father's Share of Housework Adolescent
Actual-Ideal Discrepancy

0.249

0.007

0.256

0.015
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errors (after imputation) of focal independent and dependent variables separately for men
and women. For the actual-ought discrepancy analysis everyone in the sample is
included, whereas with the actual-ideal discrepancy analysis only those who are married
or partnered can be included because this discrepancy is about the gender division of
household labor. Before talking about the results, I first give univariate details for the
discrepancy variables described in Chapter 3 before testing my hypotheses.
6.1

Housework Discrepancy Variables

For women, the mean actual-ought discrepancy is around 10, indicating that on
average, women are performing around 10 hours less housework than their mothers did.
Figure 6.1a displays the distribution of the actual-ought discrepancy variable for women
prior to imputation. For Figure 6.1a, the distribution is roughly normal. Given the mean
differences in mothers (19 hours) versus daughters (12 hours) weekly housework, most of
these values are positive (81%) indicating that most women do less housework than their
mothers did1. At the same time, 19% of women have negative values because they report
doing more housework than their mothers.
Figure 6.1b illustrates the distribution of the actual-ought discrepancy variable for
men prior to imputation. The mean actual-ought discrepancy is -0.56, indicating that men
are doing about the same amount of housework as their fathers. This contrasts with the
mean of around 10 hours for women. Women have decreased the amount of housework
performed relative to their same-sex parent more than men have. Men’s distribution also

1

The actual-ought discrepancy variable is created using the mean of mother’s housework at both childhood
and adolescent ages. The other independent variable of interest—mother’s hours of housework—only
includes the measurement from adolescence. As such, the actual-ought discrepancy for women is around 10
hours while the difference between the mean number of hours of housework for respondents and the mean
number of hours of housework for mothers at adolescence is around 7 hours.
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Figure 6.1. Difference between absolute hours of housework performed by respondent from their same-sex parent
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has less spread than the women’s and is more evenly split between values below 0 and
values above 0. Indeed, 52% of the values fall above 0 (i.e., men who perform less
housework than their fathers). Essentially, men who do less housework than their fathers
have fathers who did more housework than typical.
The actual-ideal discrepancy is a binary variable with a 1 indicating that the
division of labor within a person’s home is as far or further away from an even 50/50
split than their parent’s while a value of 0 indicates that the division of labor within the
home is closer to 50/50 than the parental generation. The mean for women is 0.353. This
indicates that the majority of partnered female respondents (64.5%) have a division of
household labor closer to 50/50 than their parents. However, over one third of women
report a division of labor that is the same as or further away from an even 50/50 split than
their parents were. The actual-ideal discrepancy mean for men as shown in Table 6.1 is
0.256. As with women, the majority of partnered male respondents (74.4%) report a
division of labor closer to 50/50 than their parents reported. Still, around one fourth of
men report a household division of labor that is further away from 50/50 than their
parents.
These sex differences present distinct consequences for self-discrepancy theory. If,
as hypothesized, people who do less housework than their same-sex parent in turn feel
more psychological distress, we would expect that these different intergenerational trends
in housework behavior would result in different distress experiences by gender. For
instance, women, in having a same-sex parent who typically performed more housework,
have a higher standard to meet. As such, they are more likely to fall short of this standard
and so are more vulnerable to psychological distress as a result. However, as seen in

Table 6.2. Correlations for dependent and independent variables

Men
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1. K6
1.000
2. Anxiety Diagnosis
0.087** 1.000
3. Clinical Depression Diagnosis
0.075** 0.467*** 1.000
4. Actual-Ought Discrepancy
0.019
-0.004 -0.019
1.000
5. Actual-Ideal Discrepancy
0.083** 0.039
0.029 0.235***
1.000
6. Adult Child’s Weekly Housework
0.044
0.027
0.032 -0.756*** 0.121*** 1.000
7. Father’s Housework – Adolescent
0.012
0.002 -0.020 0.503*** 0.151*** 0.087** 1.000
8. Adult Child's Share of Housework
0.013
-0.030 0.001 -0.366*** -0.359*** 0.498*** 0.038
9. Father's Share of Housework - Adolescent
-0.007
0.005 -0.034 0.450*** 0.212*** 0.020 0.763***
Women
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1. K6
1.000
2. Anxiety Diagnosis
0.111*** 1.000
3. Clinical Depression Diagnosis
0.170*** 0.423*** 1.000
4. Actual-Ought Discrepancy
-0.081** 0.024 -0.013
1.000
5. Actual-Ideal Discrepancy
0.033
-0.030 0.021 -0.065*
1.000
6. Adult Child’s Weekly Housework
0.116*** 0.007
0.025 -0.679*** -0.069** 1.000
7. Mother’s Housework – Adolescent
0.030
-0.006 -0.025 0.529*** -0.118*** 0.096** 1.000
8. Adult Child's Share of Housework
-0.029
-0.035 -0.035 0.206*** 0.507*** 0.030*** 0.051
9. Mother's Share of Housework - Adolescent
0.039
-0.035 -0.024 0.209*** 0.181*** 0.037 0.393***

8

9

1.000
0.091* 1.000
8

9

1.000
0.124* 1.000

☨ p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
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Figure 6.1b, roughly half of men do less housework than the standard set by their samesex parent. As such, their vulnerability to psychological distress, while lessened, is still
present.
Table 6.2 presents a correlation table for the dependent and independent variables,
separated by gender. Notably, the different measures of housework, such as weekly hours
of housework and the adult child’s share of housework, are moderately correlated due to
the fact that the latter is constructed using the former. Similarly, the discrepancy variables
are strongly correlated with both the respondent’s housework measures and their samesex parent’s housework. For example, the male adult child’s weekly housework has a
correlation of -0.756 with the actual-ideal discrepancy, which indicates that as the male
respondent’s hours of housework increase, he becomes much less likely to be farther
away from a 50/50 split. This makes substantive sense, as an essential aspect of a couple
having a more egalitarian division of labor requires men to perform greater hours of
housework.
In summary, the general trend indicates that women do fewer hours of housework
than their mothers did, and that they also do a smaller share of housework relative to their
partners than their mothers did with their partners. For men, the general trend is that they
perform about the same absolute hours of housework as their fathers did, but that they do
a larger share of housework relative to their partners than their fathers did with their
partners. I hypothesize a positive association between both the actual-ought discrepancy
as well as the actual-ideal discrepancy and psychological distress. I further hypothesize
that actual-ought discrepancy will be positively associated with the likelihood of
receiving a diagnosis of chronic anxiety but not the diagnosis of chronic depression. In
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contrast, I expect that actual-ideal discrepancy will be positively associated with the
likelihood of receiving a diagnosis of chronic depression but not a diagnosis of chronic
anxiety.
The remaining paragraphs of this chapter use the following organization. First, I
review all the results for the actual-ought discrepancy for women on each mental health
outcome – psychological distress, anxiety diagnosis, and depression diagnosis. Then, I
review those same set of results for men. Second, I review all the results for the actualideal discrepancy for women on each mental health outcome - psychological distress,
anxiety diagnosis, and depression diagnosis. Then, I review the same set of results for
men. Each regression table in this chapter shows results separately for men and women
for each discrepancy variable, including the actual-ought discrepancy (Table 6.3) and the
actual-ideal discrepancy (Table 6.4).
6.2

Actual-Ought Discrepancy Results

For the actual-ought discrepancy, our focus is on difference between the
housework performed by the respondent and their same-sex parent. My hypothesis is that
there will be a positive association between the actual-ought discrepancy and
psychological distress as measured by the K-6 Non-Specific Psychological Distress scale.
My dependent variable – the K-6 Non-Specific Psychological Distress scale – is an
ordinal variable that indicates the frequency with which the respondent felt a variety of
symptoms. As such, an OLS regression is not appropriate. I initially fit a model using
Poisson regression, however this model substantially underestimated the number of 0s in
the dependent variable. Further model fit analysis indicated that a negative binomial
regression provides a better estimation for this analysis.

Table 6.3. Actual-ought discrepancy regressions for woman (N = 1531) and men (N = 1592)1
K-62
Model 1
IRR
SE
1.001 0.003
1.003 0.003

Anxiety3

Model 2
IRR
SE
1.002 0.005
1.002 0.006
0.999 0.006

Women
Mother's Housework
Respondent's Housework
Actual-Ought Discrepancy
Men
Father's Housework
1.004 0.006 0.996
Respondent's Housework
1.001 0.005 1.011
Actual-Ought Discrepancy
1.010
☨ p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

0.012
0.015
0.014

Model 3
OR
SE
0.990 0.013
1.005 0.013

Model 4
OR
SE
0.952* 0.021
1.056* 0.028
1.052* 0.024

1.000
1.018

0.997
1.022
1.004

0.035
0.023

0.066
0.077
0.073

Depression3
Model 5
Model 6
OR
SE
OR
0.982 0.012 0.951*
1.015 0.012 1.058*
1.042☨
0.978
1.019

0.030
0.018

1.036
0.941
0.923

SE
0.021
0.027
0.023
0.059
0.065
0.061

1. All models include controls for paid work hours (weekly), mother’s employment during childhood and adolescence, whether a child is in the home,
household income, homeownership, education (in years), and respondent’s race
2. This model uses negative binomial regression for analysis
3. This model uses logistic regression for analysis
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I begin with women. Recall that 81% of women report performing fewer hours of
housework per week than their mothers reporting. According to self-discrepancy theory,
this leaves them vulnerable to falling short of their ought standard and, therefore, feeling
more psychological distress. Models 1 and 2 on Table 6.3 show the incidence ratios of
the results of the negative binomial regression for women’s housework, her mother’s
housework, and the discrepancy on the K-6 scale. This analysis is performed on a
combined sample of single and partnered women for the actual-ought discrepancy. Model
1 shows the effect of mother’s housework and women’s housework on psychological
distress. Model 2 shows the full model with mother’s housework, the woman’s
housework, and the actual-ought discrepancy variable. Incidence rate ratios can be
interpreted such that a one-unit increase in the covariate is associated with an increase or
decrease in the rate of the dependent variable by a factor of the value, holding other
covariates constant. For these models, this can be understood as indicating an increase or
decrease in the number of psychological distress symptoms reported by the respondent.
The results in Table 6.3 show that the actual-ought self-discrepancy variable is not
significantly related to the respondent’s score on the K-6 scale for women. As such, it
fails to find support for the self-discrepancy hypothesis with regard to psychological
distress. An additional analysis that dichotomized the K-6 variable so as to examine
moderately severe and very severe symptoms also failed to support this hypothesis. At
the same time, self-discrepancy theory predicts that the actual-ought discrepancy will be
more likely to lead specifically to anxiety than psychological distress in general. As such,
an individual falling short of the standard of housework established by their same-sex
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parent should result in a greater likelihood of being diagnosed with clinical anxiety. This
portion of the analysis tests this hypothesis.
Models 3 and 4 on Table 6.3 shows the results of an analysis with the diagnosis of
clinical anxiety as the dependent variable for women. As the dependent variable is
binary, a logistic regression with multiple imputation is performed. The table shows odds
ratios for the resulting coefficients – where a coefficient less than one indicates a negative
association and a coefficient greater than one indicates a positive association.
Model 3 shows the regression of a diagnosis of clinical anxiety on the mother’s
weekly hours of housework and the respondent’s weekly hours of housework. Neither of
these variables have a significant relationship with the dependent variable, however, with
the addition of the actual-ought discrepancy variable in Model 4, a relationship is
revealed. In Model 4, the addition of the actual-ought discrepancy increases the
coefficient for respondent’s housework and decreases the coefficient for mother’s
housework to such an extent that both are now statistically significant. This indicates a
suppression effect with the actual-ought discrepancy as a suppressor. The suppression
effect occurs for respondent’s housework due to the pattern of associations among three
of the variables involved.
Specifically, the suppressed effect of mother’s housework occurs because the
effect of mother’s housework and the actual-ought discrepancy on an anxiety diagnosis is
in the opposite direction – negative for mother’s housework and positive for the actualought discrepancy. The correlation between mother’s housework and an anxiety
diagnosis, as shown in Table 6.2, is -0.006 while the correlation between the actual-ought
discrepancy and an anxiety diagnosis is 0.024. The combination of a positive association
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between respondent’s housework and the actual-ought discrepancy variable (R=-0.679)
produces the suppression effect shown in Model 3. For the suppressed effect of
respondent’s housework, both the actual-ought discrepancy variable and the respondent’s
housework are positively associated with clinical anxiety, but the association between the
actual-ought discrepancy and the respondent’s housework is negative, which produces
the suppression effect shown in Model 4.
The results in Model 4 show that the respondent’s own housework performance
has a positive relationship with her odds of being diagnosed with clinical anxiety such
that doing more hours of housework increases those odds. The actual-ought discrepancy
variable, as predicted, also increases the odds of a diagnosis of clinical anxiety. This
means that the more discrepant a woman’s weekly hours of housework performance is
from her mother’s, the greater the odds of her being diagnosed with clinical anxiety. As
an illustration, a woman who does five weekly hours more housework than her mother
did has a 0.032 probability of receiving a diagnosis of clinical anxiety. For a woman who
does ten weekly hours less – about the mean of women’s housework hours – this
probability is 0.062. For women who do twenty weekly hours less than their mothers, this
probability is 0.094.
The suppression effect indicates the importance of considering the ought standard
and the expectations a respondent has for herself. While a woman’s housework
performance initially does not appear related to detrimental mental health outcomes,
when considering this performance alongside how she might compare to her mother’s
standards, I find that both her absolute hours of housework and the difference between
that and her mother increase the odds that she will receive a diagnosis of clinical anxiety.
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I look now at Models 5 and 6 on Table 6.3, which show a logistic regression of a
diagnosis of clinical depression on mother’s housework, respondent’s housework, and the
actual-ought discrepancy. I hypothesized that there would be no relationship between the
actual-ought discrepancy and depression, as self-discrepancy theory indicates that
discrepancies between one’s actual and one’s ought-self will result in anxiety rather than
depression. In Model 5 from Table 6.3, neither mother’s housework nor respondent’s
housework show a significant relationship with a diagnosis of depression. However, as
with the previous findings, the addition of the actual-ought discrepancy reveals
suppressed significant relationships between all three variables and a diagnosis of
depression. Specifically, mother’s housework has a negative association with a diagnosis
of depression while the respondent’s housework has a positive relationship with a
diagnosis of depression. The actual-ought discrepancy variable indicates a positive
relationship with a P-value that is approaching significance (p<0.10).
These findings fail to confirm my hypothesis and, instead, show a similar dynamic
between respondent’s housework and depression as found with respondent’s housework
and anxiety. There are potential explanations for these findings. First, the nature of the
dependent variable – a formal diagnosis – might obscure an underlying relationship.
Second, mother’s housework might be more generalizable than just being limited to a
proxy for an “ought” standard. Indeed, it might serve as well as an ideal standard. Finally,
it is possible that the self-discrepancy theory is incorrect and that these discrepancies
affect both depression and anxiety. I explain these in more detail in the conclusion.
I look now at men to see if they might be influenced by discrepancy from their
father’s housework performance (bottom panel of Table 6.3). Recall, 45% of men report
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doing less housework than their fathers reported. These men, according to selfdiscrepancy theory, should be particularly vulnerable to psychological distress. In Table
6.3, neither father’s housework nor respondent’s housework has a significant effect on
any of the dependent variables. The effect of the actual-ought discrepancy is also not
significant. Contrary to my hypotheses, men do not appear to suffer detrimental mental
health effects as a result of discrepancy with standards set by their father – as women do
for standards set by their mother. A possible reason for this is that men may be less likely
to be discrepant from their same-sex parent’s housework standard than women are. This
would leave them less vulnerable as their actual and ought self would more commonly
align.
Overall, I hypothesized that same-sex parent’s housework served as a proxy for a
person’s ought standard with regard to the amount of housework they should perform. As
such, falling short of this standard would result in psychological distress and, in
particular, in an increase in the odds of receiving a diagnosis of clinical anxiety but not
clinical depression. These hypotheses were partially confirmed with women. While
actual-ought discrepancy has no effect on women’s K-6 scale psychological distress, it is
positively related to the odds of being diagnosed with clinical anxiety and clinical
depression. Conversely, none of the hypothesized relationships were confirmed for men.
These results will be further discussed in Chapter 7.

6.3

Actual-ideal discrepancy

I now turn to the results for the actual-ideal discrepancy on mental health outcomes
reported in Table 6.4. This discrepancy results from the difference between a person’s

Table 6.4. Actual-ideal discrepancy regressions for woman (N = 587) and men (N = 851)1
K-6
Women
Mother's Share of Housework
Respondent's Share of
Housework
Actual-Ideal Discrepancy
Men
Father's Share of Housework
Respondent's Share of
Housework

Anxiety

Depression
Model 4
Model 5
Model 6
OR
SE
OR
SE
OR
SE
0.358 0.585 1.219 1.986 2.386
4.457

Model 1
IRR
SE
1.437 0.547

Model 2
IRR
SE
1.437 0.598

Model 3
OR
SE
0.255 0.363

0.798

0.246

0.798 0.330
1.000 0.140

0.494

0.519

0.335
1.338

0.413 0.199 0.275 0.102
0.710
1.720

0.151
1.047

0.826

0.228

0.707 0.206

4.702

7.192

1.544

2.870 1.061 1.408 0.741

1.141

0.902

0.230

1.034 0.289

0.162

0.224

0.570

0.810 2.039 2.790 2.560

3.586

1.804

0.820

Actual-Ideal Discrepancy
☨ p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

1.160 0.139

☨

2.837

1.448

1. All models include controls for paid work hours (weekly), mother’s employment during childhood and adolescence, whether a child is in the home,
household income, homeownership, education (in years), and respondent’s race
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actual self and their ideal self. In this instance, we are focusing on division of household
labor - measured as share of housework completed by the respondent and their same-sex
parent. A discrepancy occurs when a respondent’s share of the household labor is not an
improvement on their parent’s division of household labor. An improvement occurs when
the respondent’s share of the household labor is closer to a 50/50 ideal division of labor
split relative to their same-sex parent. Not moving closer to this ideal goal is posited to
lead to higher psychological distress. Furthermore, these discrepancies should increase
the likelihood of depression but not anxiety.
Models 1 and 2 on Table 6.4 show the negative binomial regression of the K-6
psychological distress scale on respondent’s share of the housework and their actual-ideal
discrepancy. The actual-ideal discrepancy variable is dichotomous with 1 indicating that
the respondent’s division of labor is further from an equal 50/50 split than their parent’s
while a 0 indicates that the respondent’s division of labor is the same as or closer to an
equal 50/50 split than their parents. Notably, this analysis is limited to respondents who
are partnered, which restricts the sample size.
In Table 6.4, Model 1 indicates that neither respondent’s share of housework nor
their mother’s share of housework attains statistical significance. Despite this, both
coefficients are quite large, which may indicate that there is a relationship present but that
the statistical power available is not sufficient to reveal it. Specifically, mother’s
housework is associated with an increase of the respondent’s reported psychological
distress symptoms by a factor of 1.437. Conversely, the respondent’s own share of
housework decreases their distress by a factor of 0.798. This indicates that women whose
mothers performed more housework relative to their partners report greater psychological
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distress while women’s psychological distress decreases as they increase their share of
the housework. This runs counter to current research on the division of labor and
psychological distress however, these results are consistent with the coefficients in Model
2. The actual-ideal discrepancy variable, however, does not appear to have any
relationship with the K6 psychological distress scale in Model 2.
Models 3 and 4 in Table 6.4 show the results of the logistic regression of a
diagnosis of clinical anxiety on respondent’s share of housework and the actual-ideal
discrepancy. As with the K-6 scale, the results are not statistically significant, however
the coefficients are large and in a consistent direction across Models 3 and 4.
Specifically, the female respondent’s share of housework indicates a negative
relationship with the diagnosis of clinical anxiety. That is, as women’s share of
housework increases, the odds of receiving a diagnosis of clinical anxiety decrease. This
relationship is similar to that of her mother’s share of housework. As the respondent’s
mother had a greater share of housework, the probability of the female respondent
receiving a diagnosis of clinical anxiety decreases. When the respondent’s share of
housework is discrepant with her ideal share of housework, the probability of a clinical
anxiety diagnosis increases (Table 6.4 Model 4). To illustrate, a female respondent who is
closer to the 50/50 division of labor ideal than her parents were has a probability of
receiving a diagnosis of anxiety of 0.069. If this respondent is further away from a 50/50
division of labor than her parents, this probability is 0.088. This positive relationship, if
valid, would run counter to my hypothesis wherein an actual-ideal discrepancy would be
positively associated with depression but not anxiety.
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Finally, Models 5 and 6 in Table 6.4 consider the diagnosis of clinical depression
as a dependent variable. As with the previous analysis, the sample size may limit
statistically significant results. However, as with previous analysis, the coefficients for
the mother’s and respondent’s housework are large and in a consistent direction across
Models 5 and 6. Further, the actual-ideal discrepancy in Model 6 indicates that being
discrepant from one’s division of labor ideal increases the odds of receiving a diagnosis
of clinical depression by 1.720. A female respondent whose share of housework is closer
to 50/50 than her parents has a 0.050 probability of receiving a diagnosis of depression.
This probability increases to 0.079 if her share of housework is the same as or further
from 50/50 than her mother. As with the diagnosis of clinical anxiety, the respondent’s
own share of housework has a negative relationship with the diagnosis of clinical
depression, indicating that the respondent doing a greater share of household labor is
associated with a decrease in the likelihood of receiving a mental illness diagnosis. In this
case, however, the mother’s share of housework appears to have a positive relationship
with the probability of a depression diagnosis, the opposite of that found for the diagnosis
of clinical anxiety.
Future research with a larger sample size may reveal a significant intergenerational
effect of household division of labor and discrepancies from that division of labor. It is
intriguing that the respondent’s own share of housework consistently held a negative
relationship with detrimental mental health outcomes. This appears at odds with research
indicating that women are negatively impacted by unequal division of labor (Bird 1999;
Boye 2010; Claffey and Mickelson 2009; Polachek and Wallace 2015) . It is possible that
the inclusion of the mother’s household division of labor reveals a nuance in this
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relationship. Another consideration is that most women do a greater share of the
household labor than their male partners. A small number of outliers – women who do
much less housework than their partner – may be affecting the result. Additionally, the
actual-ideal discrepancy variable might be shown to have a significant effect within a
larger sample, perhaps one that included older respondents.
I look now at how an actual-ideal discrepancy relates to men’s mental health
outcomes. I start with the bottom panel in Table 6.4, which indicates in Model 1 that
neither respondent’s share of housework nor his father’s share of housework are
significantly related to the K-6 psychological distress scale. The inclusion of the actualideal discrepancy variable in Model 2 does not reveal any significant relationships,
however, as with women the magnitude of the coefficients are suggestive.
Models 3 and 4 on Table 6.4 show the results of a logistic regression of the odds of
receiving a diagnosis of clinical anxiety on the male respondent’s share of housework
along with his father’s share of housework. Across the two models, there is an indication
that the father’s share of housework is positively related to the odds of receiving a
clinical anxiety diagnosis while the respondent’s own share of housework has a negative
relationship with such a diagnosis. In concrete terms, this would mean that as men take
on a greater share of housework relative to their partner, the odds of them receiving a
diagnosis of clinical anxiety decreases. The actual-ideal discrepancy variable, included in
Model 4, has a relationship with a clinical anxiety diagnosis that is approaching
significance (p-value=0.104). When a respondent reports a division of labor that is farther
away from an equal 50/50 split than his father had, his odds of receiving a diagnosis of
clinical anxiety increase by around 3 times.
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Intriguingly, the analysis of the odds of receiving a clinical diagnosis of depression
shows different patterns, as seen in Models 5 and 6 in Table 6.4. Here, the odds of
receiving such a diagnosis increase as the male respondent increases the share of
housework he performs relative to his partner. As with the previous actual-ideal results,
these values do not attain statistical significance, and so these results can only be
considered suggestive. The actual-ideal discrepancy variable, as with the previous table,
also suggests a positive relationship, which is congruous with my hypothesis.

6.4

Theoretical overview and summary of gender differences

The previous analyses examine how a person’s parental socialization into
housework might influence their mental health using self-discrepancy theory. This theory
posits that a person will feel psychological distress when they perceive that they are
discrepant with their own standards.
The first part of this analysis uses the K-6 scale to test this theory. Specifically, the
amount of housework a person’s same-sex parent performed during that person’s
childhood is considered a proxy for a person’s ought standard while the proportion of
housework performed by the same-sex parent relative to their partner plays a role in a
person’s ideal standard. The hypothesis considered whether falling short of either the
ought standard or the ideal standard resulted in an increase in psychological distress. The
analysis failed to find support for this hypothesis for either women or men. Specifically,
the actual-ought discrepancy and the actual-ideal discrepancy were not related to the K-6
measure of general psychological distress.
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The second part of this analysis distinguishes different effects for actual-ought
discrepancy as opposed to the actual-ideal discrepancy. Self-discrepancy theory posits
that falling short of one’s ought standard will lead to feelings of anxiety while falling
short of one’s ideal standard will lead to feelings of depression. The K-6 scale does not
distinguish between these two concepts, and so Tables 11 and 12 additionally use a
measure of a diagnosis of either clinical anxiety or clinical depression. Contrary to
expectations, the actual-ought discrepancy was positively related to diagnosis of both
clinical anxiety and depression, while the actual-ideal discrepancy was significantly
related to neither. Further, this relationship was only found in female respondents.
Within the null results for the actual-ideal discrepancy, however, are some
suggestive findings. The limited sample size may prohibit statistical significance, but the
magnitudes of the coefficients and the consistency of the relationships across nested
models suggest that an actual-ideal discrepancy may increase the odds of detrimental
mental health outcomes. These detrimental effects may not be specific to depression,
however, which is contrary to my hypotheses.
Overall, the hypotheses derived from self-discrepancy theory receive mixed
support. Specifically, no support was found for detrimental mental health outcomes as a
result of actual-ideal discrepancy. It is possible that the measure used is not a sufficient
proxy for such concept. This point will be further explored in the next chapter. It is also
possible that the smaller sample size obscured significant findings.
The findings involving the actual-ought discrepancy were more fruitful. While no
significant results were found in relationship to the K-6 scale, this discrepancy is
positively related to a diagnosis of both clinical anxiety and clinical depression among
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women. In the next chapter, it will be elaborated on as to why women who report doing
less housework than their mothers are more likely to receive such mental health
diagnoses.

6.5

Summary

Across multiple models, the self-discrepancy theory hypotheses find mixed
support. Actual-ideal discrepancy approaches statistical significance in its positive
relationship with a clinical anxiety diagnoses for men, and the relationship between
actual-ideal discrepancy and a diagnosis of clinical anxiety or clinical depression for
women is suggestive in the magnitude of the coefficients, despite the lack of statistical
significance. Actual-ought discrepancy, on the other hand, is more clearly positively
related to a diagnosis of both clinical depression and anxiety among women. No
relationships were found between actual-ought discrepancy and the K-6 scale, and men
did not have any such effects. The following chapter provides an overview of the
previous three chapters as well as a discussion of the findings of this research project.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION

This study explored the intergenerational transmission of housework behavior as
well as the potential mental health impact for not meeting parental standards set during
that transmission. This chapter will review the study, summarize the findings of these
analyses, consider both the contributions and limitations of this study, and then consider
how future research might expand on these findings.
7.1

Summary

The present study used the Panel Study of Income Dynamics to conduct a
longitudinal analysis testing the effect of parental housework on the housework of their
adult children. I first worked within a social learning theory framework to predict that
adult children’s housework behavior would be positively influenced by the housework
performed by their same-sex parent when they were children. This hypothesis was
confirmed for both male and female respondents, indicating that the same-sex parent
positively influences the respondent’s housework behavior. As expected, however, the
different-sex parent’s housework had no relationship with the adult child’s housework
behavior.
This confirms the hypotheses from Study 1 and provides support for the social
learning perspective. Specifically, children learn household work behavior through
modeling their same-sex parent’s behavior. For female respondents, mother’s housework
performance at adolescence—but not childhood—positively influences the amount of
housework the female respondent does as an adult. In this sense, the more housework a
mother models for her female child, the more housework the child will perform upon
reaching adulthood. For male respondents, the father’s household behavior at both
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childhood and adolescence positively influences the amount of housework done as an
adult. This suggests a similar process, wherein fathers who model housework behavior in
front of their male children influence them to perform more housework as adults.
It is interesting to note that for women intergenerational transmission occurred
only for mother’s housework when the woman was an adolescent. This may be
attributable to the gendered nature of the task. Housework is, on its own, associated with
femininity, but it is also commonly perceived in conjunction with the work women do as
the primary caretakers of children. This association may make mother’s housework
behavior less salient for young children, discouraging the social learning process of
attention and retention.
Study 2 considered how both proximal factors (e.g., adult individual and couple
characteristics like work hours) and distal factors (i.e., intergenerational transmission of
housework) might interact in influencing adult respondents’ housework behavior.
Explanations for the division of household labor between partners often revolve around
three theories: relative resources, time availability, and “doing gender”. While relative
resources as measured by hourly wages was not confirmed in this analysis, time
availability as measured by the weekly hours of paid work was confirmed. Here,
respondents who spent more time in paid work performed less housework. Beyond these
theories, I hypothesized that the respondent’s same-sex parental socialization into
housework would moderate the effect of either resources or time on their own housework
behavior as an adult. This set of moderation hypotheses were ultimately not supported by
the analyses in this study. These results indicate that the effect of socialization on a
person’s housework acts independent of more proximal influences, suggesting that
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parental socialization does not set firm standards that a person then uses resources or
available time to meet.
Study 3 turned to the potential consequences of deviation from parental
socialization of housework applying self-discrepancy theory. Specifically, I hypothesized
that differences between a respondent’s housework behavior and their same-sex parent’s
housework performance may contribute to psychological distress and, potentially, may
increase the odds of receiving a diagnosis for certain mental disorders. Key to this study
lay in the conceptual distinction between an actual-ought discrepancy and an actual-ideal
discrepancy. Within this theoretical framework, an actual-ought discrepancy might be
positively related to symptoms of clinical anxiety while an actual-ideal discrepancy
would be positively related to symptoms of clinical depression.
While neither of these discrepancies were related to the K-6 measure of
unspecified psychological distress, the actual-ought discrepancy did have a positive
association with the odds of receiving a diagnosis of both clinical anxiety and clinical
depression. The actual-ideal discrepancy, counter to my hypotheses, was related to
neither. In both cases, this relationship was only present for female respondents. It seems
the actual-ought discrepancy applies only to women but equally to depression and
anxiety. Notably, due to generational trends, women are more vulnerable to these
psychological discrepancies in that they are doing much less housework than their samesex parent while men are doing about the same amount of housework as their same-sex
parent. Given how housework is integral to gendered expectations of homemaking, it
isn’t surprising that this effect is only present in women. Men have no such gendered
expectation of the status of “homemaker”.
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Overall, I find that women perform less housework than their mothers whereas
men perform more housework than their fathers. This has clear implication for the mental
health consequences by gender. Specifically, it may present adverse mental health
consequences as women who have a much harder time living up to their mother’s
example within the home relative to men living up to their father’s example. The identity
of mother and homemaker is still salient in women, even as they have adopted new
identities as workers, and the difficulty of meeting their own standards in both identities
can create psychological distress and may increase the odds of receiving a diagnosis for a
mental health disorder. The generational progress of women in the workforce, then,
includes adverse consequences as long as gendered norms continue to associate
femininity with homemaking.
Even with this finding, the lack of distinction between the diagnosis of clinical
anxiety and the diagnosis of clinical depression is unexpected within the self-discrepancy
theoretical framework. One explanation for these findings may be related to sample size,
as will be discussed in the limitations, however I also consider more substantive and
methodological explanations.
First, self-discrepancy theory may be incorrect about the distinction within these
two discrepancies. Indeed, while self-discrepancy theory has broad empirical support
within psychology, a recent meta-analysis (Mason et al. 2019) revealed a lack of the
predicted distinction between the two discrepancies. As such, while the core postulate
may be valid, the extension to distinct outcomes for actual-ought and actual-ideal
discrepancies may not be empirically supported.
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An additional explanation for the lack of distinction involves the common
comorbidity between diagnoses of clinical depression and clinical anxiety. Indeed, 5060% of those diagnosed with clinical depression also have a lifetime history of an anxiety
disorder (Cameron 2007; Kaufman and Charney 2000). With such potential overlap in
the distinguishing diagnoses, the present study would have needed sufficient statistical
power to untangle the unique relationships between each diagnosis and the discrepancy
measures. As noted in the limitations, statistical power was limited by sample size in this
study.
A final explanation is that the operationalization of the actual-ideal discrepancy did
not adequately measure the theoretical concepts. The actual-ought discrepancy was
measured simply by taking the difference between the respondent’s weekly hours of
housework and their same-sex parent’s weekly hours of housework. Analysis found that
this discrepancy was positively related to the odds of receiving a mental health diagnosis
among female respondents. The measure for the actual-ideal discrepancy was more
indirect, with a binary variable indicating that the division of labor in a person’s home is
as far or further away from an even 50/50 split than their parent’s. The null results for this
measure may indicate the difficulties of assessing what a respondent’s “ideal” division of
labor would be, as well as the insufficiency of a binary measure to capture such
discrepancy.

7.2

Contributions and Limitations
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This study makes several contributions to the literature on housework. First, it
utilizes intergenerational, longitudinal data to confirm social learning theory and samesex parental modeling as a factor in a person’s housework behavior. In doing so, it has
confirmed that while proximal factors such as work hours and income play a role in an
individual’s housework performance, the socialization received from their parent is also a
component of their housework behavior. When parents perform housework, they are
modeling the standards and expectations regarding housework performance for their
children and establishing norms that remain salient for respondents into adulthood.
Second, this study makes use of a source of secondary data that has not previously
been used to study intergenerational housework patterns. Intergenerational analysis is
difficult, as sample sizes tend to be limited due to the investment needed to gather data
from the parental generation and then track the child generation to gather data from them
upon adulthood. Doing so is essential to provide a comprehensive analysis of social
learning theory, however, and the PSID presented an opportunity to glean some
understand of the process of parental socialization into housework.
Third, this study applied self-discrepancy theory to the area of housework and
mental health. While previous housework research has considered the mental health
impact of the performance of housework or the division of labor (Bird 1999; Polachek
and Wallace 2015), self-discrepancy theory has not been used to do so. Making use of the
intergenerational data allows for an analysis of how expectations and standards set by
parental modeling may impact the child generation. In doing so, this study has provided
insight into the mental health consequences of women’s overall reduction in time spent in
housework compared to the parental generation. While the trend towards women

102
performing less housework is widely established (Bianchi et al. 2000; Sayer 2005), the
mental health tradeoff women face in doing so has thus far not been considered.
As with all research, this study has limitations that provide opportunities for future
studies. Most crucial to the limitations was the restricted sample size. The nature of the
PSID’s tracking and their refresher samples reduced the number of respondents for which
parental data was available. With such a small sample, analysis was necessarily impaired,
making some null findings tentative. The findings were additionally restricted to adults
between the ages of 24 and 26 across a range of cohorts, excluding important age groups
for which different dynamics might be revealed. The sample is also limited to
respondents that had two different-sex parents in the home at both time points during
their childhood. This neglects respondents who lived in a single-parent home at some
point, as well as respondents with same-sex parents.
Further, the mental health measures available in the PSID are limited, and the selfreported objective measures—simply asking a respondent if they have received a
diagnosis of a particular mental disorder—have low validity (Hansen et al. 2014). For the
receipt of a diagnosis, itself, there exists a rich literature on underdiagnosis among older
individuals and people of color (Bailey et al. 2019; Ce et al. 2014; Su et al. 2011;
Wancata et al. 2000). As such, the PSID likely underestimates the number of people with
a mental illness by restricting itself to only those with a diagnosis. Additionally, even if a
diagnosis is received, respondents with less education may be less likely to report it
(Hansen et al. 2014). Indeed, such self-reported measures may have adequate validity for
certain physical conditions but are often more tenuous for mental health conditions.
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These limitations likely underestimate the number of respondents with a mental illness,
and so these results are more conservative.
Additionally, childhood socialization is a broad process that includes not only the
family but also peers, educational institutions, and the media. The role of the media, in
particular, no doubt plays a role in that it presents expectations and examples of
household labor but also in that it advertises a range of options for the outsourcing of
these labors. The intergenerational trend in housework coincides with an increase in the
amount of money families spend on food preparation – whether through eating out or
purchasing ready-made meals (Huws 2019; Kornrich and Roberts 2018). This increased
commodification of household tasks has most likely changed expectations alongside the
change of behavior, and this study was not well-suited to control for this.
Finally, the discrepancy measures in Study 3 used same-sex parental housework as
a proxy for an ought and ideal standard, however, people may look to more proximal
factors as a standard of comparison. For example, previous research has shown that
perceptions of fairness with regards to the division of labor is related to relative
deprivation compared to a person’s peers (Carriero and Todesco 2016; Nakamura and
Akiyoshi 2015). Specifically, perceptions of fairness decrease when a person perceives
that their friends are doing less housework than they are. Given this, additional research
might find that the amount of housework a person’s friends do would serve as a better
proxy for these self-discrepancy measures.
Further research must continue to assess longitudinal data so as to explore the
intergenerational relationships found in this study. This should entail a broader sample,
with older respondents, as housework patterns change over a person’s life course (Baxter
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et al. 2008; Cunningham 2007). It may be that the effect of parental housework decreases
over the adult child’s life. The addition of single-parent and same-sex households are also
necessary so as to consider the effects of parental gender in cases where there is no
different-sex partner. A male respondent who grew up in a single-mother household with
no same-sex parent to model might be likely to follow his mother’s standards in lieu of
other examples.
Qualitative research provides an additional opportunity for further research. In
particular, ethnographic observations of parental modeling of housework within a home
may elucidate the process by which children learn from their same-sex parent. Further,
interviews may be used to explore adults’ understanding of how they learned to set
standards of housework as well as perform household tasks. Several qualitative studies
have tangentially touched on this (DeVault 1994; Hochschild and Machung 2012), but no
study focuses on this topic.
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